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Evaluation Report on the Pine Street Barge Canal
Coordinating Council, Burlington, Vermont

Lessons Learned from this Region 1
Community Advisory Group

Background

The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council is a 11-member Community Advisory
Group formed in 1993 to address the complex issues regarding cleanup of the Pine Street
Barge Canal Superfund site in Burlington, Vermont. The group includes a cross-section
of stakeholders—citizens, environmental groups, potentially responsible parties (PRPs),
the City of Burlington, State of Vermont, EPA, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It
was established in response to nearly unanimous community opposition to the original
remedy proposed by EPA in 1992, which was withdrawn in 1993. Working as an EPA
pilot project for more effective community involvement, the group planned additional
studies to fill data gaps and recommended a final cleanup remedy to the EPA in 1998. (A
copy of the Cleanup Plan Proposed for the Pine Street Barge Canal Superfund Site, May
1998, is included as Appendix A). EPA accepted the Council’s recommendations and
released a cleanup proposal for public comment in June 1998. A Record of Decision
containing the remedy recommended by the Coordinating Council was signed on
September 29, 1998. The remedy is expected to be implemented by the potentially
responsible parties during the year 2000 field season.

Evaluation Methodology

EPA contacted members of the Coordinating Council by letter to invite them to
contribute to an evaluation of the Coordinating Council by participating in telephone
interviews conducted by a contractor. The contractor then contacted members by
telephone to schedule interviews with those who wished to participate in the review,
This report is based on telephone interviews with the following Council members:
George Desch, Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation; Karen Lumino,
Ross Gilleland, Margery Adams, Sheila Eckman, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency; Marty Feldman, Pine Street Arts & Business Council; William Howland, Lake
Champlain Committee; Gary Kjelleren, Potentially Responsible Party (PRP); and Philip
Harter, Facilitator. At the request of several participants, comments are summarized here
without attribution.




Council Formation and Organization

The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Committee was formed in 1993 in response to
widespread public opposition after EPA’s proposed $50 million cleanup plan for the site
was met with strong and widespread opposition from community stakeholders and
potentially responsible parties. EPA extended the public comment period on the
proposed plan, and, in response to those comments, decided to withdraw it. According to
EPA and community representatives interviewed for this evaluation, community and
environmental groups led by the Lake Champlain Committee and PRP representatives
met informally during the summer of 1992 following release of EPA’s proposed cleanup
plan. At their invitation, representatives of EPA and the State of Vermont also regularly
attended the meetings. At EPA’s suggestion, the group decided to coalesce and to
establish a formal organization in Fall 1993, under the condition that it include broad
representation from all stakeholder interests, and that it meet under the direction of a
neutral facilitator who would be retained under EPA’s alternate dispute resolution
(ADR) contract.

Under the direction of a neutral facilitator, the group began by defining a decisionmaking
process. They spent about a year developing a goal for the organization and a set of
standard operating procedures, or “organizational protocols” to guide their deliberations.
According to this document, the stated goal of the Council was “to reach consensus on
the scope of work for further studies of the Pine Street site, recommendation of a remedy
that is both acceptable to the community and satisfies EPA’s and the State of Vermont’s
statutory and regulatory obligations, and such other subjects as the Council may by
consensus agree to consider.” The Organizational Protocols also defined Council
participants, the decisionmaking process, and the form that agreements would take;
outlined procedures for meetings, caucus deliberations, and the role of the facilitator; and
put into writing that all parties agreed to act in good faith in all aspects of the
discussions, and would not characterize or make public comments regarding the position
of any other member of the council. However, the Organizational Protocols never were
signed and formally adopted by the Council. While they agreed that the protocols were
consulted only rarely during the course of Council deliberations, some of the Council
members interviewed said these principles nonetheless guided the conduct of Council
business, while others thought, in retrospect, that the agreements should have been
adhered to more stringently. (A copy of the Organizational Protocols is included as
Appendix B).

The Council organized itself into caucuses representing each segment or “wedge” of
stakeholders (i.e. community, PRPs, regulators), and invited any parties that would be
significantly affected by decisions or agreements made by the Council to join with other
allied interests to form a caucus to be represented by one or more individuals. Work was
accomplished via four subcommittees focusing on major site issues: Ecological Risk,
Contaminant Fate and Transport, Human Health Risk, and Community Involvement.
Participants agreed that the subcommittee system worked extremely well and allowed the
Council to tackle in depth a variety of complex technical issues that probably could not




have been as efficiently addressed by the full Council.

Council Meetings and Community Outreach

In general, community and PRP representatives interviewed felt that the Council was
broadly representative of the community and that the Council did a good job of reaching
out to the community at-large. EPA staff were less confident that the Council was fully
representative of all interests, but could not cite groups they thought had been left out of
the process.

The Council met on a regular basis throughout its five-year history; twice a month at
first, and then on a monthly basis. All meetings were open to the public and citizens were
encouraged to express their views. All upcoming meetings were announced in the local
newspaper, and, while attendance by the public at-large varied according to site events
and the issues being addressed, there were several citizens in attendance at most Council
meetings. The Council’s deliberations also were widely reported in the Burlington Free
Press, and many meetings were broadcast on the local cable system’s public access
channel. In addition to public meetings and media coverage, Council members reported
on a regular basis to their “wedge” or constituency by disseminating information from
the Council at meetings of other community groups and gathering their input and
feedback for the Council. A Council newsletter also was published on a periodic basis.
Whenever a specific benchmark or important decision was reached (a decision to
conduct additional studies, or when results were available, for example), the Council
made a special effort to get the word out to the public at-large through local media. In
general, EPA and State staff thought community outreach could have been more
organized and aggressive. (Copies of the Council’s press releases, Progress Update
newsletters, EPA press releases, and press coverage clippings are included as Appendix
Q).

Third-Party Neutral Facilitation

From the start, the group met under the direction of a neutral third-party facilitator hired
by EPA. EPA staff said that they originally proposed that a mediator be hired to guide
the group, but community representatives wanted the group to be guided by a facilitator,
rather than a mediator. EPA identified and retained an individual with mediation and
facilitation experience who also had experience working with environmental issues in
the State of Vermont.

Everyone interviewed agreed that facilitation was extremely valuable to the Council’s
decisionmaking process, and the Council would not have been able to operate had it not
been guided by a neutral third-party. They praised the facilitator’s skill conducting the
preliminary needs assessment, identifying a broad array of stakeholders that needed to be
represented, guiding the organizational process, and working with individual caucuses
behind-the-scenes when internal issues threatened to derail progress in the Council as a




whole. However, several people noted that the skills and style of the individual who
acted as facilitator may not have been well-suited to this particular group. They said he
was more at home in the “mediator” role at times, which limited his effectiveness as a
facilitator. Several members expressed frustration at his facilitation style, particularly his
refusal to develop agendas in advance of meetings or to write on flip charts, and his
inability or unwillingness to keep meetings on-agenda and discussions on track or to
bring closure to issues before moving on.

While frustration with the facilitator surfaced early in the process, community members
interviewed for the evaluation said that the group was reluctant by then to “change
horses in mid-stream.” They suggested that next time, EPA allow a group to interview
facilitator candidates rather than accept someone already hired to do the job. EPA
representatives also said that it may have been worthwhile to change facilitators after the
group had gotten through the convening stage, even if the process was slowed down a bit
while a new facilitator was brought up to speed. They suggested that in future cases, it
may make sense to hire one individual to facilitate the convening stage and another
person to act as facilitator for meetings once the organization is fully established.

Technical Assistance

The Pine Street Barge Canal is a technically complex site, and public opposition to
EPA’s first proposed remedy hinged in large part on technical issues related to gaps in
data collected at the site. For this reason, understanding complex data and technical
issues was critical for meaningful community involvement. The Council spent much of
its time analyzing data and conferring with technical experts from EPA and the PRP
group. Community representatives said they had all the technical assistance they needed
because the group received a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) from EPA that allowed
them to hire their own technical advisor to analyze site data. One of the community
members interviewed said the TAG was critical because it enabled the community to be
an equal player in deliberations on technical issues.

Consensus and the Decisionmaking Process

Everyone interviewed for this evaluation agreed that the decision to work by consensus
was “a given” from the start, and that although working by consensus often was slow and
frustrating for participants, it probably was the only way the group could have reached an
agreement acceptable to all parties involved. According to the Organizational Protocols,
the Council defined consensus as “...the decisions are made only with the concurrence
of all members present at the meeting where the issue is considered.”

According to one community member, the process encouraged participants to listen and
to talk openly and left no room for dogmatic responses. Evaluation participants
emphasized that consensus worked only because everyone involved was fully committed




to reaching agreement, and because the membership of the Council was steady
throughout the process. In fact, virtually everyone who sat on the Council at the start
stayed active throughout the five-year process. It was frequent turnover in EPA staff that
most often was cited as problematic. Not only did it take time to bring a new Council
member “up to speed” on site issues, it was necessary to educate him or her about the
consensus process. Evaluation participants expressed frustration that new EPA staff
sometimes were not as invested in, or—at least initially—did not seem to be as
committed to, the consensus process as were their predecessors.

Council members praised EPA staff for their commitment to the consensus process and
for their flexibility and diligence in making the process work in the context of a
regulatory role that they recognized often was not conducive to consensus-based
decisionmaking. They also recognized that the Council was forging new ground through
its involvement in the Superfund program decisionmaking process. This understanding
was codified in the Organizational Protocols, which state: “...it is EPA’s sole
responsibility to make various decisions under CERCLA. Any final agreement of the
Council represents a good faith statement of the action that EPA intends to take, and not
the final Agency decision on the matter. EPA intends to make its final decisions in a
manner consistent with the final agreements of the Council, subject to its legal
obligations and any limitations on its discretion imposed by law.” (Also, see “Participant
Competencies in Deliberative Discourse: Cases of Collaborative Decision-Making in the
Superfund Program,” an abstract of a study of the decision making process used by
communities at two Superfund sites, including the Pine Street Barge Canal site, which is
included as Appendix D).

Effectiveness and Outcomes

While EPA held regular public meetings prior to issuing its first $50 million cleanup
plan in 1992, community interest in the site apparently lay dormant until the EPA
announced the proposed remedy. The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Committee
provided a mechanism for active community involvement in decisionmaking that led to
development and acceptance of a far less costly and less intrusive alternative that won
support from all stakeholder groups in the community.

The Record of Decision (ROD) signed on September 29, 1998 contains a $4.3 million
remedy that includes placement of a cap on the contaminated canal and wetland
sediments and institutional controls for the most contaminated parts of the site, as well as
monitoring and five-year reviews. In an agreement independent of the ROD, PRPs
agreed to undertake a series of additional projects valued at $3 million to improve the
environment in the greater Burlington area. Participants in the evaluation agreed that the
additional projects became a key to acceptance of the plan by the community members
on the Council.

There is no doubt that release of EPA’s first proposed cleanup plan in 1992 left the




Agency’s credibility with the community in tatters, nor is there any question that the
relationship between EPA and the community improved dramatically through its work
with the Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council. Community members were
unanimous in their praise of the dedication, skill, and commitment of EPA Region 1,
particularly Agency staff who participated in the Council at various points in the process.
They said that they and the community at-large now consider EPA to be a responsive
partner willing to listen to the community and work together to find mutually beneficial
solutions to environmental problems.

Summary
The major points raised in telephone interviews with participants in the evaluation of the
Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council included the following:

. Community advisory groups can help organize community involvement in
decisionmaking that often is essential to winning public support for cleanup
plans at some Superfund sites. Even though EPA held public meetings prior to
issuing its 1992 cleanup plan for the Pine Street Barge Canal site, community
interest and opposition apparently lay dormant until it was released. Community
acceptance of a remedy was gained only after stakeholders became actively
involved in decisionmaking through the Coordinating Council.

. Participants were satisfied with the role EPA played in the Council’s formation
and operation. EPA encouraged the group to organize formally and to have a
broadly representative membership. EPA also provided for neutral third-party
facilitation of the group. However, evaluation participants from the community
said that EPA’s most important contribution to the Council was the “good faith”
the Agency brought to the table.

. The group’s technical assistance grant (TAG) from EPA allowed them to hire a
technical advisor to analyze site data. Having a TAG was critical because it
enabled the community to participate in discussions on technical issues “on a
level playing field” with the regulatory agencies and with PRPs.

. While most community advisory groups do not operate by consensus, members
of the Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Committee were sure that
consensus-based decisionmaking was the only way an agreement could have
been reached at the Pine Street site.

. All participants in evaluation interviews agreed that, although the consensus-
based decisionmaking process was very costly and time- and resource-intensive,
the benefits to the community outweighed these additional costs. The community
was empowered by becoming a partner in decisionmaking at the site and the
community agreed on a remedy acceptable to ail parties.

. Consensus-based decisionmaking is time consuming and resource intensive and




is appropriate only in special circumstances. Several factors specific to the Pine
Street Barge Canal site may have made consensus-based decisionmaking the
appropriate choice for the Coordinating Council, including the following:

. All segments of the community were united in opposition to EPA’s first
proposed cleanup plan.

. The community included an unusual coalition of community groups,
environmental groups, and potentially responsible parties.

. PRPs at the site were local companies with ties to the community and
who could make their own decisions based entirely on site issues.

. The idea of consensus-based decisionmaking is a natural extension of

the New England Town Meeting concept that is part of the prevailing
tradition and culture of the community.

In addition to site-specific factors that made consensus-based decisionmaking a
good fit for the Pine Street site, other essential factors also were present. Most
important were the following:

. All Council members were fully committed to the same goal: reaching a
mutually acceptable agreement and remedy.
. There was virtually no turnover in Council membership over the five-

years the Council met. Members remained committed to the Council’s
overall goal and to the consensus process. Stability in Council
membership allowed members to build trusting relationships that
enabled them to reach agreement.

Council members said frequent turnover in EPA staff was frustrating. Not only
did it take time to bring a new Council member “up to speed” on site issues, but
new EPA staff sometimes were not as invested in, or did not seem to be as
committed to, the consensus process as were their predecessors.

Neutral third-party facilitation was essential to guide deliberations of the
community advisory group at this contentious site, where multiple segments of
the community and of the regulatory community were present at the table.

The experience of the Pine Street Coordinating Council prompted members to
offer several suggestions to EPA when considering the use of a contractor to
provide facilitation services to a community advisory group. These include:

. Carefully consider whether you need someone to fulfill the role of
“mediator” or “facilitator” and choose a candidate with that specific
skill. Be clear about which role you expect the individual to play.

. A skilled facilitator will prepare agendas, keep meetings on-agenda and
discussions on track, record important points and decisions for
participants, and help the group resolve conflicts that arise and to come
to closure on important issues and milestones during the process of
reaching its goals.




. One size does not fit all. Make an effort to ensure that style and
personality of the facilitator is appropriate for the group. If possible,
allow the community to interview more than one candidate so they can
choose someone with whom they are comfortable.

. In some cases, it may be best to hire one individual to facilitate the
convening of the organization and another person to act as facilitator for
meetings once the organization is under way.

. Don’t be afraid to change facilitators if it becomes apparent that the fit
between the facilitator and the group is not a good one.

Even though the Pine Street Canal Barge Coordinating Council’s Operational Protocols
were consulted infrequently during the course of Council deliberations, reaching
agreement on a Council goal and a set of standard operating procedures was an important
first step that guided the Council as it worked through contentious issues throughout the
process.

The Council did not have a specific procedure for resolving conflicts that arose within
the group. Some of the people interviewed said that often unresolved conflicts simply
faded away over time. However, the lack of closure on other issues allowed conflicts to
fester and may have helped lengthen the time it took for the Council to finish its work.

One participant noted that the Council rarely marked or celebrated important milestones
and accomplishments in a formal way, and suggested that doing so may have helped the
group share a greater sense of accomplishment at important points during its long
history. He asked if it was too late for the group to reconvene to celebrate achievement of
its ultimate goal.
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Cleanup Plan Proposed for Pine Street
Barge Canal Superfund Site

Pine Street Cleanup History/
Couneil Background...

The Pine Street Barge Canal
Superfund Site is a 70-acre site
between Pine Street and Lake
Champlain The site includes
contains 21 acres of wetlands,
including an old canal. A
manufactured gas plant, which made
"town gas” for street lights from coal
and oil, operated at the site from
1895 to 1966. During that period,
wastes from the gas plant were
disposed in the canal and wetlands at
the site.

EPA added the site to the national
list of high priority Superfund sites in
1983. EPA conducted environmental
studies at the site during the 1980's,
which revealed high levels of organic
contaminants associated with gas
plant wastes in the canal and
groundwater.

In 1992 EPA proposed a cleanup
plan that would have involved
excavating contaminated soil and
sediment from the canal and wetland,
disposing this material in a
containment facility to be built at the
site, and containing contaminated
groundwater. The public's comments
{Continued on page 2)

Burlington, Vermont

Council and EPA Develop
Proposed Plan... EPA Seeks
Comment

The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating
Council reached consensus on the cleanup
approach for the Pine Street Barpe Canal
Superfund site. This consensus approach
is detailed in this document.

While the Council consensus on this
proposed plan is significant, EPA is
secking further review by the community
before EPA mekes the final cleanup
decision.

In accardance with the Compreh

Borsi
Ly

established the Superfund program, this di
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plan 1o reduce risk from site
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sediments at the site.
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(prepared by the Joh

Company and Remediati
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Inc. ). These documents are availabiz for review at the

infarmation repositories at the Flaicher Free Public Library in Burlington, the UYM Bailey-Howe Library and at the EPA s
Record Center, 90 Canal Street. Boston. Massachxsetts.
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The Cleanup Proposal...

After careful study of the Pine Street
Barge Canal Superfund site, and

i dation of the
Plne Sm:r Barge Canal Coordinating
Council, EPA proposes the following

health

® Place an underwater cap
over the canal sediments
that present the highest
risk to the environment.

® (Cover several wetland
areas of contaminated soil
and sediment near the

restrictions to prevent
residential use, unsafe
contact with contaminated
soil below five feet, use of

water for drinking, and use
of the site for children’s
day care in the future.

e Redirect and monitor the

storm water inflow to the

® Monitor groundwater,
surface water, soils and



Coordinating Council Background (cont.)

on the proposed plan were overwhelmingly
negative; in response, EPA withdrew its
proposed plan in 1993.

After withdrawing the 1992 proposed plan,
EPA agreed with the many local residents
who believed that a new community-based
process was needed to solve the problem of
environmental contamination at the Pine
Street Site. In 1993, representatives of
environmental groups, local citizens, the
potentially responsible parties, EPA, the
Vermont Department of Environmental
Conservation and the City of Burlington all
joined together to form the “Pine Street
Coordinating Council." This group was
created to design studies to fill data gaps
regarding the site and consider potential
cleanup technologies, and to develop a
consensus on a cleanup proposal designed to
protect health and the environment in a way
that is acceptable to the community.

The Pine Street Site is one of the first in the
country where a public consensus group has
been used to develop and recommend a
Superfund remedy. The Coordinating
Council has had technical support from
scientists at UVM, as well as from EPA,
VTDEC and consultants hired by the
potentially responsible parties. The
Coordinating Council operates by consensus,
so that the views of all council members are
fully heard and disputes are resolved before

the Council recommends a particular study or

cleanup proposal.

The members of the Pine Street Coordinating
Council include Lori Fisher and Bill Howland
of the Lake Champlain Committee, Marty
Feldman of the Pine Street Arts and Business
Association, John Akey of the Neighborhood
5 Planning Association, Susan Compton for
the City of Burlington, Gary Kjelleren of
General Dynamics representing landowners at
the Pine Street Site, Martin Johnson of Green
Mountain Power Corp. and Allyson Donohoe
of New England Electric System for the
potentially responsible parties, Ross Gilleland
and Karen Lumino of EPA, Stan Comeille
and George Desch of VIDEC, and Ken Carr
of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Other
members of the public have attended and are
invited to attend meetings of the Coordinating
Council as well.

Over the last five years the Coordinating
Council has done a tremendous amount of
hard work. The Council has designed
additional environmental investigations at the
site and evaluated their results, has debated
and reached consensus on key scientific
questions and what the goals of cleanup
should be, and has evaluated cleanup
technologies. EPA extends the greatest
thanks to all members of the Coordinating
Council - and especially the citizen members
who volunteered to attend countless meetings
during the workday and at night — in pulling
together the cleanup plan which is now
proposed.
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. Construct an underwater cover over canal sediments

*

that present the highest risk to the environment.

Place a suitable material over the contaminated canal
sediments to prevent aquatic life from coming into contact
with contaminants. This type of remedy has been used at
several other contaminated sediment sites. Since this will
be done while water is in the canal, measures will be taken
to prevent sediment from moving to Lake Champlain
during cap placement. Potentially historic sunken barges
will be further buried under the cap but will be

- photographed or documented first.

Construct & permanent weir at the canal outlet to
Lake Champlain to keep the canal at a level which
will maintain the wetlands and still allow fish to use
the canal for spawning habitat.

Place a soil cap over several wetland areas with
contaminated soil near the canal.

Restrict land use at portions of the site to protect
people from coming in contact with contaminants, to
avoid interfering with the site remedy, and to prevent
contamination from migrating.

Through legal mechanisms, place restrictions on
portions of the site to prevent residentiaf usc, excavations

Closer Look at the Pine Street
Cleanup Proposal...

of highly contaminated soil below 5 feet, the use of
groundwater for drinking, and use as a children’s day care
center in the future.

Redirect and monitor storm water inflow.

Coanstruct a spreader to evenly distribute storm water
throughout the wetlands at the southern end of the canal.
This will reduce crosion and allow the existing wetlands
to be more effective in collecting and removing sediment
and contaminants before they enter the canal and the lake.
Manitor storm water quality and quantity.

. Monitor the site.

Sample to ensure the cap is working and remains ¢ffective
over the long term.

Sample the surface water and the groundwater to make
sure that contamination is not migrating offsite and is not
migrating to Lake Champlain.

7. Define Superfund site boundary to reflect nature and

extent of contamination and risks found.

® EPA proposes to define the boundary of the Superfund site

as shown in Figure 1. The site boundary encompasses the
arca where the manufactured gas plant wastes were found
and removes the Superfund designation as a barrier to
developing certain parcels along the Pine Street

corridor.
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Why is cleanup needed?

The Pinc Street Barge Canal site is an example of an uncommon
and valuable wetland set in the midst of an urban landscape. It is
contaminated with high levels of potentially harmful chemical
constituents. The contaminants of most concern arc PAHs
(polyecyelic aromatic hydrocarbons), metals, and VOCs (volatile
organic chemicals) at levels that arc harmful to human health and
the environment.

o Canal scdiments contain contaminants at concentrations
higher than levels established to protect aquatic life and the
ecosysicm

® Contamination in a portion of the canal sediments is causing
significant harm (o organismes that live tn the sediment and
form the basis of the aquatic food chain. These arganisms
were selected by tochnical experts for the Coordinating
Counctl to represent the overall health of the ecosystem.

¢ Fish in the canal show cvidence of exposure to contaminants
from the sediments, but significant harm to fish populations
has not been shown. It is not likely that people who
occasionally cat fish caught in the canal arc being harmed by
silc contaminants.

¢ Potential risk 10 human hzalth would occur if the
groundwater were to be used for drinking. However, because
of City and State restrictions and low yield, this useis
unlikely.

® Frequent or long-term exposure to soils below 5 fect that are
highly contaminated could possibly harm site workers ar
visitors. People who presently visit or work at the site are
not at risk.

e The canal serves as a nesting and feeding area for birds, and
spawning and nursery habitat for fish.

To protect the nearby community, site warkers, and the Pmc
Swreet ecosystem, the EPA is formally proposing the capping
remedy recommendad by the Coordinating Council, which would
reduce the likelihood that people and animal fife would be
exposed to the site contaminants.

NEXT STEPS

In 1998, EPA expects to revicw all comments received during
this comment period and issue the Record of Decision document
descnbing the chosen cleanup plan. The Record of Decision and
& summary of responses to public comment will then be made
available 10 the public at the Fletcher Froe Library, UVM's
Bailey Howe Library and the EPA Record Center in Boston.

The EPA will announce its formal final decision through local
media and the community mailing list.
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An Historic Overview of the Pine Street
Barge Canal Site

The study area of the Pine Street Barge Canal

Superfund Site consists of

® 2 6-acre Canal and Tumning Basin connected to
Lake Champlain

® ppproximately 15 acres of vegetated wetland

® approximately 17 acres of undeveloped upland

® approxamately 32 acres currently developed

Pre-1900: The site is uscd for a vanety of industria]
activilics including lumber yards, coal/oill storage, and
boat building.

1868: The Barge Canal and Turning Basin arc dredged.

1895-1966: Manufactured gas plant (MGP) operates
near Pine Street. Plant converted oil and coal into gas.
Coal gasification wastes (by-products) such as coal tar,
fue] odl, tar-sshirsted wood chips, cinders, cyanide, and
mectals were repartedly disposed of in wetlands behind
the plant.

1926: First documented repaort of floating oil from the
site.

1966-1969, 197S: Several documnented reports of an
oil-like material in the canal and lake.

1977-1978: Exploratory borings for the proposed
Southern Connector highway reveal extensive sub-
surface contamination.

1983: Site placcd on the Supertund National Priorities
List

1981-1986: Vermont Agency of Transpartation
conducts environmental studies in proposed highway
righi-of-way.

1985: At reguest of Vermont Agency of Environmental
Censervation, EPA removes 1500 tans of coal tar
conaminated material and installs a cap on part of the
sitc known as Maltex Pond.

1989-1992: EPA conducts site studics and proposes a
clcanup plan to confain centamination on site.

1993: EPA's cleanup plan withdrawn following public
comment. The Pinc Street Barge Canal Coordinating
Council established to fill data gaps and recommend 2
cleanup plan to EPA. .

1993: State classifies groundwater at Pine Straet as
Class I'V: non-potable.

1993-1997: Potentially Responsible Parties conduct
studies designed by the Coordineting Council under
EPA oversight.




The Nine Criteria
Jor Choosing a Cleanup

EPA uscs nine critcria to evaluate the pros and
cons and 10 compare cleanup altematives. The
Addidonal Feasibility Study (AFS) evaluated how
well each of the cleanup alternatives developed for
the Pine Street Canal site meets the first seven
criteria (See table on page 8). In addition, the
proposal  rcflects significant community input
received through the Pine Strest Canal
Cooardinating Council. Once final camments from
the statc and the community arc received, EPA will
select the cleanup plan.

1. Overall protection of human health and the
environment: Will it protect vou and the
plant and animal lifc on and ncar the site?
EPA will not choose a plan that does not meet
this basic criterion.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs):
Does the alternative meet all federal and state
environmental statutes, regulations and
requirements?

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence:
Will the effects of the cleanup plan last or
could contamination cause furure risk?

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume
through treatment: Does the alternative
reduce the harmful effects of the
contaminants, the spread of contaminants, and
the amount of contaminated material?

5. Short-term effectiveness: How soon will site
risks be adequatcly reduced? Could the
cleanup cause short-term hazards to workers,
sesidents or the environment?

6. Implementability: Is the altemative
tcchmically and administratively feasible? Arc
the right goods and services (c.g., treatment
machinery, space at an approved disposal
facility) available for the plan?

7. Cost: What is the total cost of an alicrnative

over time? EPA must find a plan that gives

necessary protection for a reasonable cost.

State acceptance: Do statc environmental

agencies agree with EPA’s proposal?

9. Community acceptance: What objections,
suggestions or modifications does the public
offer during the comment period?
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Four Kinds of Cleanup

The EPA and the Coordinating Council looked at
numerous technical approaches to determine the best way
to reduce the risks present at the Superfund site. The
possibilities were then narrowed down to approaches that
would protect human health and the environment,
Although reducing risks often involves combinations of
highly technical processes, there are really only foar basic

alternatives.

Categories of Alternatives

Take limited or no action:
Leave the site ay it is, or just
restrict access and monitar it.

Contain contamination:
Leave contamination where it is
and cover or contain it in some
way to prevent exposure to and
migration of contaminants. This
method reduces risks from
exposure to contamination, but
does not destroy or reduce it.

Move contamination

off site: Remove
contaminated material
(soil, groundwater ctc.)
and dispose of it or treat it
elsewhere.

Treat contamination

on site; Use a chemical or
physical process at the site
to destroy or remove the
contaminants. Treated
material can be left on site.
Contaminants captured by
the treatment process are
disposed in an off-site
hazardous waste facility.
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Cleanup Alternatives for the Pine Street Barge Canal Site

The Pine Street Barge Cana! Additional Feasibility Study (AFS)
report reviewed all of the options the Coordinating Council
considered for clcanup. The options, referred to as "cleanup
alternatives," are different combinations of plans to restriet .
access to the site, or contain, movce, or treat contamination to
protect public health and the enviranment.

Alternative 1: No action
Leave the site as it is. Contaminants would ramain at the sile
and be monitored.

Alternative 2a: Limited action/Instisutional controls

® Place [egal controls on site land use to prevent use of
groundwater for drinking, limit exposure to soils greater
than § fcet deep, prevent activities that may result in
migration of subsurface contamination, prevent residential
use and prevent future use as a childrens day care center.

& Monitor for at least 30 vears to detect any change that
would require intervention.

Alternatives 2b, 2¢, 3a, and 3c; Partial
Cupping/Institutional Controls

® These altematives are identical except for arcas to
be capped. (See Figure 1 for a map of the different areas.)
Alternative 2b: Capping subarea 3 only
Altcrnative 2¢: Capping subareas 1.2, and 8§

Alternative 3a: Capping subareas 1,2,3,7 and 8. This is
EPA’s and the Coancil’s preferred alternative.
Alternative 3¢: Capping subareas 1.2,3, and 8.

® Cover the bottom of the canal and some wetland arcas with
a suitable matenial (e.g. sand, silt and/or clay) to prevent
aquatic [ifc from being harmed by contaminated sediments.

® Place a soil cap over several wetland arcas near the canal.

® Redirect and monitor storm water inflow by installing a
spreader (o evenly dismibute water over the wetlands and
raising North Road to prevent flooding.

&  Monitor the canal cap and the sits groundwater, surface
water, sediment and storm water inflow for as long into the
future as needed.

® Place Icgal controls on land use to prevent use of
groundwater for drinking, prevent exposure to soil greater
than 3 fect deep, prevent activities that may result in
migration of subsurface contam:ination, prevent tesidential
use and prevent futwrs usc as a children’s day care center.
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The AFS developed separate sets of options to deal with
sediment, soil and groundwater contamination. These options
were then combined into site-wide cleanup alternatives
summarized below. Please consult the AFS for more detailed
information.

dove

Alternatives 2d and 3b: Off-site Disposal/
Institutional Controls/Partial Capping

® These alternatives are similar, except for the areas to be
excavated or capped.

Alternative 2d: Excavation in Subareas 1,2, and 8 with
off-site disposal; no action in Subareas 3 and 7.
Alternative 3b: Excavation in Subareas 1,2, and 8 with
off-sitc disposal; capping in Subareas 3 and 7.

@ Excavate cantaminated sediments from the bottom of the
canal and wetlands and ransport them off-sitc for trcatment
or disposal.

¢ Redirect and monitor storm water inflow by installing a
spreader to cvenly distribute water over the wetlands and
raising North Road to prevent flooding,

® Monitor the site groundwater, surface watcr, scdiment and
storm water inflow for as long in the future as needed.

® Place l=gal controls on land use to prevent use of
groundwater for drinking, prevent exposure 1o soil greater
than 5 feet deep, prevent activities that may result in
migrauon of subsurface contamination, prevent residential
use and prevent future use as a children’s day carc conter.

Treatment on site

None evaluated in detail. These altematives were eliminatcd
from further detailed consideration during the
initial screening phase of the AFS.
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Comparison of Cleanup Alternatives

No Action

Containment

Move
Contamination

Off Site

1 2a 2bj2cj3a*}3c] 24 3b
Protects human 2 02ls2 “ %
health and
environment % ‘S/\g V
Meets federal and
State requirements & &3 X VI v v
Provides
Provides & 5 v viv| v | v
protection i
Reduces mobility, % Bd % o 2152 ) Q/ Q/
toxicity and volume
thraugh treatment
Provides short-
o P X viviviv] v | v
Impiementability
(Can it be done?) ‘/ 4 ‘/ “ vViv V v
(:OSt1 $1.39 million $1.73 million $2.17-$4.38 million | $40.6-340.96 million
State agency VT DEC supports alternative Ja. Additional public input is being sought
acceptance during comment period and will be considered in making final decision.
Community Coordinating Council supports alternative 3a. Additional public input is
acceptance being sought during comment period and will be

considered in making final decision.’

Time to reach unknown unknown 2-3 years 2-3 years
cleanup goal

Would include no yes yes yes
some reuse

restrictions

# EPA’s preferred altemative
' Parttially meets criterion

v Maests or axcesds criterion
& Does NOT meet criterion

ICosts are for comparative purposes only and may not reflect the final cast of implementing the remedy.
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€ How you can comment on the plan ...

EPA will use public comments received during the
30-day public comment period, beginning June 5,
1998 and ending July 8, 1998, to improve the
proposed cleanup plan. Written comments should
be mailed, faxed or e-mailed to:

Karen Lumino

US EPA Region 1 (HBT)

JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203 - 0001

Fax: 617/573-9662

lumnino karen@epamail.epa.gov

Additionally, EPA will accept verbal comments on
the proposed plan only during the public hearing to
be held on Wednesday, June 24, from 7:00pm to
9:00pm, at Contois Auditorium at Burlington City
Hall.

Federal regulations require EPA to make a
distinction between “formal” and “informal”
comments. Only those written comments received
during the public comment period, and

verbal comments received during the public hearing
will be regarded by EPA as formal, and will
become part of the official public record. EPA will
review all formal written comments and formal
verbal comments before making a decision on the
final cleanup plan for the Pine Street Barge Canal
site. EPA will then prepare a written response 1o
all formal comments that will be issued in a
document called a Responsiveness Summary when
the Record of Decision, which is the final cleanup
plan, is released.

Please note that EPA will not be able 10 respond

during the public bearing to verbal comments
reccived during the formal portion of the hearing.
Once the hearing officer announces that the formal
portion of the hearing is closed, EPA staff will be
available to answer informal questions. Informal
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questions and responses will not be part of the |

official public record, and will not be included in
the Responsiveness Summary.

Where you can go for more information...

This publication summarizes a number of reports and studies. All of these technical reports as well as other public
information publications are available at the following Pine Street Barge Canal Site information repositories:

Fletcher Free Public Library Bailey/Howe Library
235 Coliege St. University of Vermont
Burlington, VT 05401 Burlington, VT 05405
(802)863-3403 (802) 656-2023
Hours: Hours:

M-F: 8:30am-5:30pm
Sat: 9:00am-5:30pm :

Sun: 12:00am-5:45pm (Secpt.-May)

For general Superfund information, Internet users may visit the EPA web page at:
http://wivw.epa.gov/region0]/superfund
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M-F: 8:00 am-12:00am
Sat:  $:00am-12:00am

EPA Records Center
90 Canal Strect
Boston, MA 02203
(617)573-5729
Hours:
M-F: 10:00am-1:00pm
2:00pm-3:00pm
Note: The EPA Record Center is closed
the tirst Friday of every month.

=



mailto:k.aren@epainail.epa.gov
http://epa.gov/region01/superf

Write your comments below and mail to EPA ...

EPA wants your written comments on the options under consideration for dealing with the contamination at the Pine Street
Canal Superfund site. You can use the form below to send written coninents. If you have questions about how to comment,
please call EPA Community Involvement Coordinator Sarah White at 617/ 565-9260 or EPA’s toll free number at
1-888-EPA-REG]. This form is provided for your convenience. Please mail this form or additional sheets of written
comments, postmarked no later than July 8, 1998 to:

Karen Lumino

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region [, HBT

JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203 - 0001

or E-Mail to: lumino karen/@epamail.epa.gov
FAX: 617/573-9662

(Attach sheets as needed)

Comment Submitted by:

Mailing list additions, deletions or changes

If you did not receive this through the mail and would like to
0 be added to the site mailing list Name;
3J note achange of address Address:
a be deleted from the mailing list
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Pine Street Canal Superfund Site
Public Comment Sheet (cont....)

Fold, tape, stamp, and mail

Karen Lumino

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I (HBT)

JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203 -0001
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- PINE STREET BARGE CANAL
COORDINATING COUNCIL
ORGANIZATIONAL PROTOCOLS
GOAL OF THE COUNCIL

The goal of the Counedl ia to reach consansug on the scops of work e further studies of the
Pins Street Sita, recommendation of 2 remedy that is both acceptable to the community and
satisfias EPA's and the Stats of Vermont's statutory and regulatory obligetions, and such
other suijacts aa the Coundil may by consensus ngres to consider.

PARTICIPANTS

Interests Rapresented. Any intsrest that would be significantly affextod by declsions or
agrocrnants mieds by the Councl] may be reprosented. Orpmuizations, agencies, eompanies,
and individuala may jain with other allied {ntaresta ta fiarm a cauctus to be rapresantad by
ons or mare individuals.

Tha Coordinating Council. Each oeganizotion or itavest caucus that is reprasented on
ucow'muwadamwm.cumummmmnamwmu
Mambers of ths Coordinating Couneil,

Alternates fur Council Memhers. Each party may dasignate one or more altarnates for .

sach of its Councll Mamhers. Altarnatas may substituts for Couneil Memabare in tha svent
a Mamber cannot gitend 2 sasxian of the Cnordingting Councfl.

Additional Partieds Mwmntyjchtbocomcﬂaﬂerm initial formation only
with the eaneurrence of the Council. ,

Constituents’ Interests. Mambers are expected to cansult with thair sonstituents and
colisagues and to raiss their intarests and concerns during the discussions of the Council.

DECISION MAKING

Deatisiana by Consansus. mw'mmhmmhmm Yor thess
mmmumemthntdnddmmnd.only-ﬂhtbmmdnﬂ
Members prasent st e meeting whare the issun is considared. Unless otherwise
detormined by *ths Coumeil, consemsus agreaments rasched during the coursa of
deliberations will be enngidered tantative agreemants until the Councll has reachod final
agreastant on the scope of work snd such ather sulyjects s tho Counell agrees to eonaider.
Membars will be given reasnnahie opportunity ta consult with thair constituents prior to a
final agresment.

EPA Recponsibility and Intent. Tha parties recognize that under the Appeintments
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Clause of the Constitutinn, goveramestal suthority may be exsrelsed anly by officers of the
United Statas and that it is EPA's sole responsibility to make varioua dacigions under
CERCLA. Any final agreement of the Council represents a good faith statement of the
action that EPA intands to taks, and nat tha final Agency dacision in the matter. RPA
fatands to maks its fnal dacitions in o ymannar consistant with the final agresmants of the
Caunsdl, nulyject to it lagul obligations and any limitations on its diseretion immossd by law.

If the Coordinating Couneil reachss a final decision as tn 2 mattar which EPA s required
1o publish farmally thr publis comment (for exampls, & propossd plan for remadial setfan),
the Council will reconvens as nacessary bhllowing the closs of tha public commant period to
considar sigrificant commentz recsived. Following the Caumcil's considaration of those
commenta, and fully considering any recommendations that the Councll mgy maks, to the
extont consistent with EPA’s legal responsihilities, EPA will copaldar and respand to
significant entnments recaived during tha puhlis commant pariod end will maks such
maodifications £3 are appropriate under the elrcumstances (for exampls, in {ssuing & Record
of Decision). Whea the Counecil eonsiders tha eommants, EPA will participate in the
discussions, but EPA's concurrence shall not be required for the Comncil ta make a
recommendation.

Agonda. A draft ggenda for each mesting will be prepared by the facilitator after
cansultation with the Counefl Mambars. The agends will be approved by consensus.

Workgroups. Workgroups may be frmed ty addvess specific insues and to make
Tecammandations to tha Counail as « whola. Warkgroups are open to any Counct] Member
ar the Membur's dasignes, plus such sther Individuala ax the Council agrees will enhance
the funetioning of tha warkgroup. Workgroups are nat suthorized ta make declsians for the
Couneil. All Council Membars will ba notified of all workgroup meetings.

AOC Negotiations. Repressntativas of the PRPs, the State, and EPA will periodically
{aform the Council of the status of thair independant concurrent negotiations of an
Administrative Order of Conssnt (AQC).

AGREEMENT

‘Writtan Statemant. Any fins) sgresment will take the form of & writtan statement that

will be signed by the Members who am appropriately autharized by the parties they
represént.

Suppert of Agresmants. The Mambers and the Dasties sepresentsd by the Mambers
agree to proceed in good faith ta support and effact the tarms of axy final agresment
reached pursuant to these protocols. Each such party agrees not to e formal camments
which are inconsistent with tha expreas teyms of a final agreement.

PROCEDNURES

Open Meatings. Meetings of tha Council will be cpen ta tha public.
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Attendance at Meetings. Each Member of the Council agreea to maka a good faith effort
0 attand every maeting. The Member may ba accompgniad by such other individuals as the
Moember believes i3 appropriate to represent the interssts of the Mamber's constituaata.
Only the Member will have the privilags of sitting at tha tabls and spealding during the
discussions without ths approval of tha Council, excapt that a Council Mamber may call
upan an adviser to elaborata on a ralevant point. Tha Council may invite othars to attend
the mestings when resourcs people are nesded or for other purpoass.

Moeting Summariss. Msating summarigs will he prepsared for tha convenisnes of the
Councfl. Such summaries will not be approved by ths Counell, and such summaries and
any electranic recordings of meetings will not be construsd as Mmprasanting the official
position of the Councll or any Member of the Counci! as to what transpired at the Council
mestings. In addition, the summaries will announcs future meetings of the Counsil The
pummaries will be made availahla to tha public on requast unlsss the Counril agrees that
summaries of spacific meatings or parts of megtings be held as confidential.

Caucus. Two or mora members of the Council may sonfer privataly during or after a
Caurcil meating as thay considor appropriats. Tha facilitator may also confer privazely
with menmbars of the counell during or after Council maetings.

Good Faith All parties agree ta act in good faith in all aspects of thewe discussions.
Specific affers, positions, or statements made during the discussions may oot be offyred or
admitted into evidence or the racord of wny judicial or administrative procesding by ethar
parties fr any other purpcse nat previoualy agrend {0 in writing by the parties invalved.
It is the intent of tha Conmeil that athar attandaes of the weatings woluntarily comply with
this provision in ardar to support the dialogue process by snocouraging the free and open
earhangs of 1dees, views, and information prior to achisving consansus. Personal attacks
and prejudiced atataments will not be tolarated. )

Right to Withdraw. Azy party may withdraw from the discussinns at any tme without
prejudice. The remaining Council Mambers will then docide whethsr to continue the
discussions.

Othars’ Positions. No Memher will characterizs or maks a comment publicly concerning
the position of any othar Mamhber avan if thut Member withdraws from ths Council.

Padﬁtm.&mnbﬂhmﬂium'ﬂlmk'ﬁhantbyuﬂdp‘nunmuth
Frocess runs gmoothly. Tha faclitstor ssrves at the will of the Couneil and may be replaced
by anotber or ths rols elimminatad antively es determined by the Couneil. The role of the
facllitator usually includas develaping draft agendas, Scusing meeting discussirms, working
10 resolve any impsasses that may arise, preparing meeting summaries, assisting in the
Jocation and cikoulation of background materials and materials the Couneil develops, acting
a8 = spokesparson for the Counsil as a whols, and such other functions as the Council
requasts.
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Council moving ahead on
further studies for Pine Street

This Progress Update is the first
of several reports the Coordinating
Council will be making to keep
interested citizens informed about
aclipities at the Pine Street Barge
Canal Superfund Site.

The Pine Street Barge Canal
Coordinating Council is a coali-
tion of community, government
and business members whose
Immediate goal is to reach
agreement by consensus on what
studics need to be done on the
Pine Strect Barge Canal Super-
fund Site in Burlington, Vermont.
Uldmately, the Coordinating
Council hopes to develop a
solution for the site that is
acceptable to the community, is

If the Coordinating
Council approach is suc-
cessful in Burlington, the

process may be duplicated
around the country at other
Superfund locations.

based upon sound science, and
meets state and federal require-
ments. This collaborative effort
in which the interested parties
seek common ground is a clear
departure from the adversarial

approach often taken in the past

on environmental matters.

Using such broad community
involvement is a new idea, and
the Barge Canal site is considered
a pilot project. If the Coordinat-
ing Council approach is success-
ful in Burlington, the process
may be duplicated sround the
country at other Superfund
locations. The community has
worked hard to organize a
Vermont response to the Barge
Canal problem, and now has the
opportunity to be directly
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involved in effecting an environ-
mentally sound and cost-effective
solution.

The Coordinating Council
was organized in the summer of
1993 after the EPA withdrew its
proposcd remediation plan for
the site in June 1993. Public

opposition to the proposed plan
led to the discussions that have

See COUNC], page wo

Champlain Parkway
given priority

The Coordinating
Council has agreed to work
with the City of Burlington,
the Vermont Agency of
Transportation and Ver-
mont Railway if a dedsion
is made by the three agen-
cics to build a Champlain
Parkway interim highway.
The detour would cut across
a comner of the Pine Street
Superfund Site at the
Burlington Street Depart-
ment property.

The current proposal for
the Champlain Parkway
fnvolves an alignment that
uses Lakeside Avenue, Pine
Street and portions of the
Burlington Street Depart-
ment and Vermont raflway
properties. If the proposed
plan for the highway is
approved, any potential
contamination on the Street
Department property would
be addressed ahead of the
rost of the Superfund site,
thus allowing the roadway
to be built and used while
the remaining site is evalu-
ated.

<



Resolving ecological, human health issues

The central goal of the
Coordinating Council is lo
identify the tochnical questions
and data gaps that need to be
resolved in order to determine
what remedial action is needed al
the Pinc Street Barge Canal Site.
To facilitate this process, a
Technical Issues Work Group has
been created. The Work Group
has representation from the
Potentially Responsiblc Parties
{PRPs), EPA, State of Vermont,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
City of Burlington, and the Lake
Champlain Committce.

The Work Group has bcen
mceting since mid-November
1993 to identify vclevant technical
issues. The first task tackled by
the Work Group has been to
revicw public comments received
by the EPA during the Public
Comment Period. Working from
these comments, the Work Group
has incorporated a list of poten-
tially rclevant issues and /or data
gaps into a working document
called the “Technical Issucs
Document”. This document will

be debated and amended during
Work Group and Coordinating
Council meetings.

The issues identified in the
Technical Issues Document fall
into four major categorics:
Human Health impact, Ecological
Rigks, Fate & Transport of
Contaminants, snd Remedial
Alternatives. In order to address
these topics the EPA, the PRPs,
and the Lake Champlain Com-
mittec have asscmbled teams of
technical experts in each of these
subject areas.

The Human Health and
technical experts began meeting
in carly March. The Ecological
Risk and Fate & Transport
technical experts will begin
meeting in March, and the
Remedial Alternatives technical
experts will begin meeting in
May. The resulting product from
each group of technical experts is
a draft “Statement of Work” for
that particular technical subject.
The Coordinating Counc will
review and approve the separate

While members of the
Coordinating Council’s
technical work groups collabo-
rate on determining what
additional studies need to be
done at the site, ncgotiations
have begun that are intended
to determine who will fund
the work.

The EPA, Vermont De-
partment of Environmental
Conservation and the Poten-
tially Responsible Parties
{PRPs) met in early February
to initiate an agrcement under
which the PRPs would fund
or perform additional studics
at the site. The scope of the

Legal update

additional studies will be
agreed upon by the Coordinat-

ing Coundil in the coming
months.

In the next month, the
PRPs will be meeting to
determine how to allocate
among themselves the costs of
the site studics and any
necessary cleanup activities.
The talks will run concurrently
with the Coordinating
Coundil’s discussions and
dccisions on technical issues,
an therefore won't delay
additional studies or potential
clean up activities.
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draft Statements of Work and
combine them into an overall
Seatement of Work composed of
all the technical issues that need
to be studied.

Under the current schedule,
the draft Statement of Work will
be completed in August 1994 at
which time it will be released for
community review and comment.
Individual draft Statements of
Work for the specific technical
topics will be presented to the
Council as they are developed
and will also be available for
review by the community in the
context of the Council mectings
and its docurnentation.

The overall Statement of
Work will ultimatcly become an
attachment to a legal agreement
betwecn the PRPs and the EPA
called the Administrative Order
on Consent (AOC). The AOC
provides the basis for the PRPs to
perform the necessary additional
studies.

Council, trom page one

resulted in the formation of the
Coordinating Council. The
Council’s emphasis on public
participation, a neutral fadlitator,
pooling of data and the combina-
tion of all participating parties'
sclentists should result in a plan
for the sitc that we can all sup-

port.

Meetings of the Coordinating
Coundl are open to the public
and are announced in advance
(sce page 3 of this update fora
list of upcoming meetings).
Comments from the public
concemning the Barge Canal are
encouraged and can be made ata
Coordinating Council meeting or

" to any Council member. See the

back page if you wish to receive
meeting summaries.



What's next ...

The following is a schedule of all the Coordinating Council
mectings for the next five months. All sessions begin at 5:30 pam,
and, unless staled otherwise, will be held at Burlington Electric
Department, 585 Pine Strect, Burlington, Vermont.

The results of the Technical Work Group nwetings held
during the day are summarized at cach evening Coordinating
Coundil meetinp,. For a listing of the scheduled Work Group
meetings (which are also open to the public) and locations, please
contact the facilitator or any Council member.

Finally, please note that this schedule is subject to change.
You may contact any Council member to verify meetings.

March 30
Fate & Transport

March 31
Human Health
and Ecological Update

April 19
Presentation by George Pinder
on Fate & Transport

April 21
Human Health and
Fate & Transport Update

May 18-19
Fate & Transport Update

June 8-9

Remedial Alternatives Update
Green Mountain Power,

25 Green Mountain Power Dr.,
South Burlington

June 28-29
Discuess Statement of Work

July 13-14

Staterent of Work

Creen Mountain Power,

25 Green Mountain Power Dr.,
South Burlington

August
Public comment period
on draft Statement of Work
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Community
participation
encouraged

An objective of the Coordi-
nating Coundil is to increase
general comununity involvement
up front in the process.

All Coordinating Council and
Technical Work Group meetings
are open to the public. Council
meetings are held in the evening
in order to enable more dtizens
o atlend. The results of the day
Work Group meetings are
summarized at the Council
meetings. Advance notice will be
provided on the upcoming
Council meetings that focus on
the Council’s study recommenda-
tions for Human Health, Ecologi-
cal Risks and Fate & Transport of
Contaminants. When the draft
Statement of Work has been
prepared, the Council will hold
an informational meeting and
public comment period to solicit
community input.

Written meeting summarics
of all the Coordinating Council
meetings are available at the
repositories at the University of
Vermont and Fletcher's Free
Libraries in Burlington, and also
the EPA Records Center in
Baston. Videotapings of Coordi-
nating Council meetings held
after March 31 will be available
at the Burlington libraries.

Community Outreach
Coundil members have sent

out letters, surveyed meeting
attendees, heid informational
meetings, and made presenta-
tions on current issues in an
cffort to meaningfully involve the
community in developing a new
cleanup plan for the site. If you
would like to have a presentation
made to your group or if you
have suggestions for ways we
can keep you abreast of our

rogress, picase contact a Council
g\cmber (sce page 1 of this
Progress Update tor names and
phonc numbers).



Mailing list questions?

The Coordinating Council maintains two mailing lists. People on the “Pine Street Mailing List” receive
copies of periodic Progress Updates, and relevant media releases - enough information to keep most people
current with the issues. Those who would like additional information can be added to the “Coordinating
Council Mailing List” and receive all the Council's meeting summaries. (If you received this Progress Update
in the mail, you are already on one of the mailing lists. Plcase check your address label: a "CC’ indicates that
you are on the Coordinating Council Mailing List; otherwise you are on the Pine Street Mailing List.)

[ ] 1would like my name placed on the Pine Strect Mailing List

D I would like my name placed on the Coordinating Council Mailing List

Please check the box of the mailing list you would like to be on and mail this form to:

Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council
PO Box 4632
Burlington, VT 05406-4632

NAME

ADDRESS

CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE

Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council
PO Box 4632
Burlington, VT 05406-4632

Mailing Labels go here
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New studies underway at
Pine Street Barge Canal Site

This Progress Update is the
second of several reports the Coordi-
nating Council will be making to
keep interested citizens informed
about activities at the Pine Street
Barge Canal Superfund Site.

Ficld tcams have started in on
a new rourd of studies that are
designed to fill in data gaps
concerning the Pine Strect
Superfund Site. Contractors for
the potentially responsible parties
moved a trailer and various
testing equipment on the site in
early Scptember and began
testing soon afterward.

The studies will build upon the
data the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency collected during its
original asscssment of the site
from 1989 through 1992. Pine
Street Coordinating Cournil
members and their scientific
experts have been meeting
several times a month for the past
year o determine what addi-
tional studies need to be con-
ducted before deciding on a new

the Pine Street Barge Canal.
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Public meeting set

for November

The Pine Street Coordinating
Coundil will host a public
meeting beginning at 7 p.m.
Nov. 15 at the Contois
- Auditorium in the Borlington
: City Hall to discuss progress
i atthesite and to ficld any
| questions from the audience.
! Community attendance is
i strongly encouraged. For
more information, contact
one of the courvil members
listed on the left.

plan that is acoeptable to the
community, is based on sound
science and meets state and
federal requirements.

The studies have been de-

signed to answer the following
questions:

See Council, page wo

Two scientists come ashore after laking sediment samples from




Councll, from page one

1) Is the site
contamination affecting
Lake Champlain?

To answer this question, scien-
tists will measure groundwater
levels for one year to evaluatc
groundwater flow dircctions
across the site. In addition,
groundwater samples will be
collected and analyzed from the
arca between the canal and the
lake using a device that allows
for the discrete sampling of
groundwater at different depths.
This study will test the hypoth-
esis that a groundwater divide
between the canal and the lake
prevents contaminated ground-
water from reaching the lake.
Field teamts will also be testing to
determine whether contaminated
sediments are moving from the
canal during a storm.

2) Is the air safe to breathe
under current undisturbed
conditions?

In 1992 the EPA determined that
it was very unlikely for the
contaminants lo pose a threat to
human heatlth by being relcased

See page 4 for an
introduction to the
scientific experts
working behind the scenes

into the air. This position is
generally accepted by the scien-
tists of the Coordinating Council;
however, because of the strong
public concern, a study will be
performed to collect further air
samples during “worst case”
meteorological conditions: warm
temperatures and calm atmo-
sphere. When decidingon a
remedy, concerns relating to air

19 - T
>
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emissions from the remedy will
be carcfully evaluated.

3) Does the contaminated
soil pose a risk to people
on the site?

Although the site is not used
extensively, the possibility exists
that people could come in contact
with the shallow soils. Approxi-
mately 50 soil samples will be
taken in the more accessible arcas
and in ap area of stressed vegeta-
tion and stained soil. These soil
samples will be screened for
contaminants and this data will
be used to insure that occasional
use of the site will not present a
risk to human health. This
information will also allow for
localized cleanup of certain arcas
if warranted.

see Council, page three

vt NEAYZEN

Scientist checks & sampling coliection device that measures stormwater discharges into the lske. '
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Council, trom page two

4) How significant is the
ecological risk at the site?

‘The ecological issues work group
recommended an evaluation of
the toxicity of the shallow soils
and sediments, where the vast
majority of animals and plants

4live. In order to select the opti-
Tnum locations for the toxicity
tests, detailed mapping of the
contaminant distribution is to
take place. In a cost-saving effort,
more than 300 samples will be
collected and analyzed at the site
with a field screening technique.
This will be followed by toxicty
tests at specific locations with
high, medium and low contami-
nant levels. The results of these
tests will provide relatively
detailed understanding of areas
where contaminants are affecting
the local ecosystem.

5) Is the site “healing”
naturally and is the con-
tamination contained?

Natural biological processes are
known to provide significant
cleanup of a number of different
types of contaminated sites.
Experts have hypothesized that
this type of natural or “intrinsic”

. bioremediation is occurring in
certain areas of the Pine Street

~Site. Although it is unlikely that
such processes would cleanse the
site in the reasonably foreseeable
future, there is the possibility that
intrinsic bioremediation may
contain the contaminants and
significantly reduce the ongoing
risks to humans and the environ-
ment. A preliminary study is
proposed to determine if such a
process is active at the Pine Street
Site.

6) How will these studies
relate to an overall remedy
selection for the site?

Major concerns expressed by the
public in the past have been
whether the risk to the environ-
ment at the sile warrants an
intrusive cleanup, and whether
such an action can minimize costs
and disturbance to the site. The
studies mentioned above should
address both of these issues.

The soil sampling and follow-
up toxidity tests will use actual
site soils to evaluate how much
the contaminants are affecting the
environment. If no unacceptable
effects are found and the site is
not affecting Lake Champlain,
the remedy will most likely focus
on land use restrictions and
monitoring. If unacceptable risks
to the environment or human
health are found through this
testing , the detailed soil
data will allow us to focus
remediation on the most contami-
nated areas and result in a less
costly, less intrusive remedy than
what was proposed in 1992.

The parties funding the investi-
gations have selected The John-
son Company of Montpelier as
the contractor to perform the first
round of studies. The data
generated from these studies will
be analyzed and evaluated by
these parties and their contractor.
The EPA, US. Fish and Wildlife
Department, the State, the Lake
Champlain Committee and the
other members of the Coordinat-
ing Council and their technical
experts will also participate in the
evaluation,

On an on-going basis, the
Coordinating Council will
continue to evaluate alternatives
for a remedy for this site, and
possibly begin developing details
for a particular remedy in 1995
depending upon the results of the
additional studies.
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'No Fishing'
signs posted
at canal

- City of Burlington Health
Officer Steve Goodkind has
posted “NO FISHING” signs
at the Pine Street Site. The
decision to post the site
resulted from concerns raised
by the Coordinating Council
that residents of Burlington
were using the site as a fishing
area and might be eating fish
caught in the Barge Canal.

NO
FISHING .

PES ORDER OF THE BURLINGTON
MEALTH QFSiICSR: FOR MORE
INFORMAT:ON CALL 653-3094

Previous studies performed
by contractors for the EPA
have concluded that there
appears to be no human
health risk posed by the site.
Nevertheless, Goodkind
decided to post the signs as a
precautionary measure until
the remaining site studies are
complcted and a determina-
tion is made as 10 the potential
risks, if any, associated with
the contamination at the site.
In addition to posting signs at
the site itself, notices have
been sent to local bait and
tackle shops and tocal mar-
kets, in various Janguages,
warning citizens that fishing
at the site is prohibited.




Diverse expert pool studying issues

The Coordinating Council has a wealth of scien-
tific expertise to call on when technical issues arise
that require in-depth professional debate. These
experts represent a unique blend of scientists from
academia, government research facilities and private
consulting firms who sit down once a month to hash
out pressing technical issues relating to the site. At
. the conclusion of their sessions, they report back to

the Coordinating Coundil on their findings, recom-

mendations and issues of debate.

The following highlights the careers and special-
ties of some of the experts studying the site:

«Bill Bress has served as the state toxicolagist for
the Vermont Department of Health since 1985.
Certififed by the American Board of Forensic
Toxicology, he has worked in the field in various
capacities for more than 20 years. Prior jobs include
forensic toxicology work for private industry and
law enforcement agencies in New York.

* Anne Marie Burke, a toxicologist,has served as the
EPA’s risk assessment coordinator for Superfund
sites throughout New England since 1990. Prior to
joining the EPA, she worked as a toxicologist for the
Massachusetts Department of Public Health, where
she developed public health consumption advisories
for the statewide fish sampling program.

*Dr. David Burmaster works for the Alceon Corpo-
ration in Cambridge and holds degrees in biophys-
ics and engineering. He specializes in human health
and ecological risk assessments, as well as toxicol-

- ogy and exposure models.

. *Ken Carr has worked as a biologist for the US.
Fish and Wildlife Service for the past 20 years. He
specializes in areas concerning wildlife damage
control, wetland evaluation and protection, contami-
nants rescarch in fish and wildlife in New England,
and administration of natural resource trustee issucs
for hazardous materials and oil spills.

*Dr, Nancy Hayden is an assistant professor of
environmental engineering at the University of
Vermont. She brings to bear a working familiarity
with how to deal with hazardous waste manage-
ment. She has previous experience assessing
groundwater and air quality issues at the Pine Strect
Site. Her expertise in remediation, environmental
engineering and air quality will be particularly
useful in addressing issues of public concemn and in

developing a solution that is publicly and environ-
mentally acceptable.

*Dr. Leslie King is an associate professor of
environmental studies and natural resources
planning at the University of Vermont. She isa
resource cconomist whose background includes
dealing with hazardous waste managment issues.
Her expertisc in land use policy and strong interest
in citizen involvement in decision-making will be
helpful in resolving site issues.

*Dr. Alan McIntosh is an ecotoxicologist and
director of the University of Vermont’s Water
Resources and Lake Studies Center. He has
extensive experience addressing problems with
hazardous waste and is currently Peading a major
toxic substance project on Lake Champlain.

»Seth Pitkin has worked for the fohnson Company
for the past eight years as a hydrogeologist. He
specializes in the transport of subsurface contami-
nation in groundwater.

*Alan Quackenbush heads the aquatic toxicity
testing program for the State of Vermont. He has
been with the Vermont Department of Environ-
mental Conservation since 1989 working in the
state’s lakes and ponds program, and also spend-
ing time studying the effccts of acid rain on Ver-
mont lakes and streams.

*Mike Smith joined the Vermont Department of
Environmental Conservation in the mid-'80s after
working as a geological and environmental con-
sultant for several years. He currently works as a
hydrogeologist in the state’s hazardous materials
management branch.

*Susan Svirsky has worked for the EPA since 1985
as the ecological risk assessor in the New England
area. Prior to joining EPA New England, she
worked for sevcral years at EPA Headquarters
studying water pollution issues, and also spent
time working for the State of Maine in its inland
fisheries and wildlife department.

+Dr. John Teal specializes in wetland ecology and
petrochemical pollution. He splits his time be-
tween working at the Ecological Engineering
Associates and the Woods Hole Oceanographic
[nstitution.
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In addition to the meeting
listed on page one, the council
has set forth a meeting sched-
ule for the remainder of the
year. All council meetings are
open to the public and run
anywhere from two to three
hours.

The results of the technical
work group mectings held
during the day are summa-
rized at each evening Coordi-
nating Council meeting. Fora
listing of the scheduled work
group meetings (which are also
open to the public) and loca-
tions, please contact the
fagilitator or any Council
member.

Upcoming Meetings

November 3
530 p.m.

Discussion of Statement of Work
{;: Second PEI smdDi?pa

rlington Elcctric rtment,
585 Pine Street, Burlington

November 15
7-9 p.m.

Public hzonmtioml Mecting to
Discuss Progress of the Council
Contois Auditorium,
Burlington City Hall

December 8
530 p.m.

Discussion of Statement of Work
for Second Phase Studies

Burlington Electric Department

Input solicited on

outreach efforts

Council membcers have sent
out letters, surveyed meetin,
attendecs, held informationa
meetings, and made presenta-
tions on current issues in an
effort to meaningfully involve the
community in devcloping a new
cleanup plan for the site.

If you would like to have a
presentation made to your group
or if you have suggestions for
ways we can keep you abreast of
our progress, please contact a
Coundil member (sce page 1 of
this Progress Update for names
and phone numbers).

LY

Champlain Parkway plans continue moving
forward as Council works on site studies

The City of Burlington, State of
Vermont, and the EPA have boen
working behind the scenes to
discuss details necessary to
reactivate the Champlain Parkway

oject (formerly known as the
gc')uthem Connrector project).
Although the projectis still in its
beginning stages, thesc initial
steps have renewed confidence
that the road will be built, at least
in part, within the next scveral
years.

The road will be built in two
parts. The first part, refcrred o as
“Contract 2,” consists of a four-
lane divided highway from Home
Avenue to Lakeside Avenue. This
section of roadway is already
designed and rights-of-way have
been obtained., the design
has been reviewed, it can be put
out  bid, provided that all
approvals for both Contracts 2 and
6 have been obtained.

The second part, known as
“Contract 6,” consists of a "detour”
along Pine Street and a connecting

spur betwcen Pinc snd Battery
strects.

Originally, the roadway was to
continue from Lakeside Avenue
through roughly the middle of the
Pine Street Barge Canal Site.
Uncertaintics about the extent of
contamination and the
remediation plan for the site,
however, have resulted in a
decision by both the City and the
State to use Pine Street as an
alternate route. There is a possi-
bility that when contamination
issues at the Superfund site have
been resolved, the State and City
might reconsider the usc of a
soction of the site (not in the
original alignment) for the final
location of the roadway.

This spring, use of Pine Strvet as
an alternate route received
preliminary approval on traffic
numbers from the District 4
Environmental Commission. This
a val is the first step toward
obtaining final consideration of
this alternate routc by the environ-
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mental commission, which will be
scheduled when the City and the
State submit complete desi
drawings for the entire project.

A more complicated portion of
Contract 6 consists of a spur
through property now owned by
the City of Burlington, Vermont
Railway and T.A. Haigh, linking
Pine Street to Battery Strect. This
phase is mwore complicated because
it requires the procurement of
rights-of-way trom the existing
property owners. It is hoped that
durning the construction of Con-
tract 2, the necessary rights-of-way
and approvals will be obtained for
the spur portion of Contract 6. If
this is feasible, construction work
could commence on Contract 6
immediately after Contract 2 is

completed.

Although there is a lot of work
that nceds to be done before
shovel is put to the ground, the
Statc and the City are committed
to doing everything possible to get
the job done.



Mailing list questions?

The Coordinating Council maintains two mailing lists. People on the “Pinc Street Mailing List” receive
copies of periodic Progress Updates, and relevant media releases - enough information to keep most people
current with the issues. Those who would like additional information can be added to the “Coordinating
Council Mailing List” and receive all the Council's meeting summaries. {If you reccived this Progress Update
in the mail, you arc alrcady on one of the mailing lists. Please check your address label: a "CC" indicates that
you are on the Coordinating Council Mailing List; otherwise you arc on the Pine Street Mailing List.)

l I would like my name placed on the Pine Street Mailing List

l_] I would like my name placed on the Coordinating Council Mailing List

Please check the box of the mailing list you would like to be on and mail this form to:

Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council
PO Box 4632
Burlington, VT 05406-4632

NAME_ - . - -

ADDRESS - -

CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE

Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council
PO Box 4632
Burlington, VT 05406-4632

Mailing Labels go here
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Council reaches Consensus on
Cleanup at the Barge Canal...
Environmental Projects Proposed

This Progress Update is the third
report the Coordinating Council has
provided to keep interested citizens
informed about activities ot the Pine
Street Superfund Site.

In September 1997, the Pine

Street Barge Canal Coordinating
Council reached consensus on a remedy
for the Pine Street Superfund site that
will address risks posed by contam-
ination at the sitc.

In addition, to satisfy the concerns
of certain council members, if the
proposed remedy is adopted,
Potentially Responsible Parties have
agreed to voluntarily contribute

to additional projects that will
benefit the greater Burlington

area. .

Site Remedy

1) Placement of a sand/silt cap
on the contaminated canat and
wetlsnd sediments. The cap would

isolate contamination from canal
aquatic life. This would be done under
water and with minima) disturbance to
contaminated sediments. Underwater
capping has been used at other
Superfund sites with success.

2) Institutional controls for the
most contaminated parts of the site.

The proposed controls would
prohibit residential use, specify cons-
truction techniques for major excava-
tions greater than five feet, establish
procedures for utility workers, and
prevent land uses that cause
recontamination of the site,

See Remedy, page 5
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Public Meeting
Scheduled

The Pinc Street Barge Canal
Coordinating Council will host a
public meeting on June 4, 1998
at 7:00 pm at the Contois
Auditorium in Burlington City
Hall to discuss the Proposed
Cleanup Plan and to field any
questions from the audience.
Community attendance is
strongly encouraged.

For more information, contact
one of the council members
listed on the left.

Cleanup Objectives

> Prevent exposure to
contaminated soils and
sediments which pose a
riske

> Restore wetlands that are
affected by the cieanup
activities.

» Restrict the use of
contaminated groundwater.,

» Protect Lake Champlain
* Preveat Re-contamination

> To the extent practicable,
ensure the remedy does not
interfere with the current and
future land uses.




Results are in...Studies are Complete

The Pine Street Barge Canat
Coordinating Council has
completed evaluating the results of
additional studies conducted in
1995 and 19%6. The findings are
presented in a series of reports
most of which are available to the
public. A list of these reports can
be found on page 6.

When convened in 1993, the
Coordinating Couacil developed 2
list of questions of questions based
on the public’s concerns which
needed to be answered prior to
choosing a cleanup plan for the
Pine Street Superfund Site.

These questions were presented in
Progress Update #2. A diverse
group of technical experts was
assembled ta review all existing
data. Some of the questions were
answered after the technical
experts discussed the data and
reached scientific positions of
agrecment.

For the unresolved questions, the
technical experts designed the
additional studics needed to collect
the necessary data. The Potentially
Responsible Partics and their
contractors then conducted field
work, anatyzed samples and
evaluated data.

The Coordinating Council also
developed objectives for an
acceptable cemedy. The Feasibility
Study which evaluates the cleanup
alternatives along with the rest of
the administrative record will be
available at the site repositories
beginning June 5.

The culmination of this work
marks major progress at the Barge
Canal site and a significant
accomplishment for the
Coordinating Council, as consensus
has been reached regarding the
nature and extent of contaraination
and the risks it poses.

On June 24, 1998, there will be an
official hearing and a 30-day public
comment period on the proposed
cieanup plan. The las¢ day to '
submit comments is July 8, 1998.

The following are answers to some
of the more frequently asked
questions:

1) Is site contamination
currently affecting Lake
Champlain?

No. There are three possible
ways that site contamination could
reach Lake Champlain: surfacc
water flow, groundwater flow and
movement of contaminated
sediments. Because previous
investigations have shown that the
surface water in the canal is clean,
this route was not studied again in
1994-1995.

Questions did remain about
whether contaminated
groundwater from the site

could reach Lake Champlain and
whether contaminated sediments
from the canal could be carried to
Lake Champlain during storms.

To resolve the first issue, the
groundwater level was measured
for one year; groundwater samples
were collected between the canal
and the Lake; and “worst case”
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calculations of contaminant
transpart were performed.

These studies showed that a
groundwater divide sometimes
exists between the canal and the
Lake which would prevent flow to
the Lake. When the divide is not
present, groundwater is able to
flow to the Lake. However, most of
the groundwater samples collected
between the canal and the Lake
were not contaminated. One
sample did contain the compound
benzene at concentrations
exceeding drinking water
standards. The technical experts
concluded, however, that the
amount of contaminated
groundwater that reaches the Lake
is not high enough to cause risk to
people or the ecosystem.

To resolve the second issue,
suspended sediment was collected
hourly at the mouth of the turning
basin during major storms.

The experts also agreed that
significant amouats of sediment are
unlikely to move from the canal
and turning basin into the Lake.

2) Is the air safe to breathe
under current, undisturbed
conditions?

Yes. Four 24-hour ambient air
samples were collected at the site
on several hot dry days with little
wind. These conditions
represented a “worst case”
scenario. The results of these tests
indicated that the site does not
impact the ambient air quality of
the area.
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3) Does the contaminated soil
pose a risk to peuple on the Site?

The Human Health Baseline Risk
Assessment conducted by EPA in
1992 assumed the future use of the
land would be commercial, not
residential. The 1992 assessment
did not find unacceptable risk to
most workers at the site or visitors
to the site who came in contact with
surface soils, however, the
Coordinating Council feit that an
assessment of additional areas that
are particularly accessible to the
public should be done.

An additional fifty soil sampies
were tested. Testing did not reveal
any areas that posed risk greater
than that estimated in the original
risk assessment.

The 1992 risk assessment did not
evaluate the risk of exposures to
soils at depths greater than five
feet. The Coordinating Council
agreed with the EPA that
exposures were unlikely; as a
result, 2 second risk assessment on
spbsurface soils was not
performed.

However, because contamination
does exist below five feet,
institutionz! controls such as
worker protection requirements,
deed and zoning restrictions will be
implemented.

4 How significant is ecological
risk at the Site?

Significant ecological risk was
found in some areas of the site, but
not in others. The Supplemental
Baseline Ecological Risk
Assessment, completed in 1997,

evaluated certain “indicators™
which were selected 10 provide
information regarding the overall
health of the ecosystem.

The assessment cxamined the risk
to birds eating insects and fish
from the site; the risk to fish from
exposure to contaminated
sediments; and the risk to bottom
dwelling invertebrates and
amphibians from exposure to
contaminated sediments. Some,
but nat all, of these organisms
showed adverse impacts when
exposed to soils and sediments
from the site. The information
shows that contaminants at the site
are causing significant ¢cological
risk in the areas shown in figure 2.
These areas were the focus of the
evaluation of cleanup alternatives.

5)Is the Site “healing” itself and
is the contamination contained?

During 1994 and 1995, a series of
test were run to answer these
questions. The first test confirmed
that microorganisms capable of
breaking down organic
contaminants were present at the
site. The second phase of studies
tested these microorganism’s
ability to break down the
contamination found at the Pine
Street site. The results of these two
studies support the bypothesis that
gradual “bioremediation” is
occurring, particularly at the
margins of the site where
contaminstion is less concentrated.
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OPPORTUNITY TO
PARTICIPATE

In addition to the meeting on
page one, the public may offer
formal comment on the Pine
Street Barge Canal Site
proposed cleanup plan. The
public comment period begins
June 5, 1998 and ends July 8,
1998. Written comments may
be sent to:

Karen Lumino

USEPA

JFK Federal Building/TIBT
Boston, MA 02203
FAX:617/573-9662

e-mail:

lurnino karen@ecpamail.epa.gav

The public may also comment
formally at the form hearing on
June 24, 1998 at 7:00pm at the
Contois Auditorium at
Burlingten City Hall.

All comments submitted will be
included in the public record
and responded to

formaliy by the EPA.

This bioremediation along the
margins may be helping to slow the
spread of contamination.

Microbial degradation may also
help to explain why concentrations
of organic compounds in surface
water are low, despite high levels of
sediment contamination.

Results, continued on pg 5


http://ail.epa.gov

* . Results, continued

from page 4

However, bioremediation by
microorganisms cannot eliminate
these organic contaminants within a
reasonable time frame. Additionally,
these microorganisms do not have
any effect on metal contamination
which is also present at the site.

Site Remedy, continued.
from page 1

3) Monitoring to ensure that
contaminatign left on-site does not
reach Lake Champlain or diminish
the longterm effectiveness of the
cap.

4) Five vear reviews would be
conducted to insure the remedy

remains protective.

The projected cost of the project is
$4.3 million.

Additional Projects

If the Council’s proposed remedy
ultimately is adopted, the Potentially
Responsibie Parties represented on
the Council will contribute to the
following, independent additionat
projects:

1) Restoration of Englesby
Brook. Erosion control measures,
stormwater treatment devices, and
source reduction measures would be
put in place to reduce discharges of
bacteria, sediment, and other
pollutants to Englesby Brook and
Lake Champlain thereby improving
water quality.

2) Assessment of Water

Quality of Burlington Bay.
Fuading would be used to determine
the current status of the Bay and to
track changes related to pollution
prevention programs like the
Englesby Brook restoration. The
information developed during the
assessment would be made available
to citizens and policy makers
through a series of outreach efforts.

3} Barge Canal [nterpretive
Trails. This project would provide
sale access to certain portions of the
site through a secies of connected
boardwalks and trails. The trails
would inciude interpretive signs to
educate visitors on the natvral and
cultural history of the area.

4) Economic Redevelopment,
The project would fund a site-wide
engineering study in garder to
encourage redevelopment and reuse
of the Barge Canal site in a manner
protective of the remedy.

The total estimated costs for
implementing these additional
projects is approximately $3 million
to be spend aver a S-year period.
The Potentially Responsible Parties
have tentatively agreed to fund the
projects in addition to paying for
and implementing the cleanup
remedy at the Pine Street Superfund
site.

City of Burlington Receives Brownfields Grants

The EPA recently awarded the City of Burlington a second Brownfields grant
of $200.000. To redevelop abandoned contaminated properties. This is the second .
$200,000 grant awarded to the City under EPA’s Brownfields Initiative. The first was awarded in 1996.

Brownfields sre defined as sites where real or perceived contamination have caused barriers to
redeveiopment. The aim of EPA’s grant is to inventory, assess, and
prepare sirategies for redevelopment of brownfields.

The City will use the money will to assess sites such as the former Exxon headquarters on Flynne Avenue
and to help plan for Riverside Eco-Park near the Burlington latervale. The City also might use the
moncy to study redevelopment of portions of the Pine Street Barge Canal Site.

The Pine Street Coordinating Council has proposed that partions of the Pine Street Superfund Site be
redelineated to facilitate redevelopment of non-contaminated areas.

The brownfields grant is being administered by the Burlington Community and Economic Developmeat
Office. Project Manager Nick Warner can be reached at (802)865-7173 (faxes to (802)865-7024).
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Vermont residents recognized for hard work.

John Akcy, Lori Fisher, Marty Feldman, Bill Howland. Al Mcintosh, and Mary Watzin were awarded
Environmental Merit Awards by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region at the
annual Earth Day awards ceremony on April 25 in Baston. These Vermonters were recognized for their
dedication and hard work on the Pine Strect Canal Superfund Site project. As advocates for Vermont
citizens, busincss groups and environmental organizations, these individuals brought unique perspec-
tives to the table in degigning the studies that would be necessary for selecting an appropriate remedy
for the site.

Available Reports

The following reports are, or will soon be available, along with all previous reports in the Adminis-
trative Record for the site, at the Fletcher Free and UVM (Reserve Section) libraries and at the EPA
Region 1 Superfund Records Center, 90 Canal Street, Boston, MA 02203 phone: (617) 573-5729. The
Administrative Record contains copies of technical reports as well as fact sheets and site updates.

Additional Remedial Investigative Report, Pine Street Canal Barge Superfund Site, Burlington,
Vermont, Johnson Company, July 1997. This report evaluates the results of all previous ficld investiga-
tions conducted at the site to present the nature and extent of contamination found at Pine Street Barge
Canal Site. This report also presents an in- depth description of the most recent work conducted in 1994
and 1995. In-depth discussion of previously conducted work is contained in the Administrative Record.
Additionally, this rcport presents the position papers that address the human health exposure questions
raised by the Coordinating Council. The data in this report provided the basis for the Supplemental
Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment and Additiona) Feasibility Study (AFS).

Supplemental Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment, Roy F. Weston, Inc. July 1997 This report evaluates
the chemical, physical, and biological data from the Site, examincs the results of the scdiment toxicity
tests, and, using a weight-of-evidence approach, draws conclusions about baseline ecological risk at the
site. These results, along with those of the AFS, are being used to identify remedies that may be appro-

priate.

Natural Biodegradation Evaluation at the Pine Street Canal Site, Burlington, VT, Remediation
Technologies, Inc., April 1995. Soil, sediment, and water samples were collected from the site for a scrics
of bacteriological tests to examine the hypothesis that microorganisms adapted to Site conditions and
capablc of breaking down the contaminants of concern exist at the Site.

Initial Screening of Remedial Alternatives, Pine Street Canal Site, Burlington, Vermont, GEI
Consultants,Inc, February, 1996. This report represents the first step in the Additional Feasibility Study.
It examines a list of possible remedial technologics and makes recommerxlations for those technologies
that should be examined in more detail in the AFS.

Intrinsic and Enhanced Bioremediation A ts, Pine Street Canal Site, Burlington, Vermont,
RETEC Remediation Technologies, Inc., December, 1996. This report builds on the Natural Biodegrada-
ticn Evaluation and documents the results of bioremediation laboratory studies.

Draft Additional Feasibility Study Report, Pine Street Canal Site, Burlington, Vermont, RETEC
Remediation Technologies, Inc. This report, which should be available to the public by November, will
cxamine in detail remediation options that were identified in the initial screening report. It will also
present the Remedial Action Objectives and Preliminary Remediation Goals developed by the Coordinat-
ing Council. The results will be used to recommend a remedy for the Site.
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EPA Selects Cleanup Plan for
the Pine Street Canal Superfund Site

The Cleanup Remedy

The EPA has officially adopted a
$4.38 million cleanup plan for the
Pine Street Canal Superfund site,
The plan was developed in
collaboration with the Pine
Street Barge Canal Coordinating
Council.

During a ceremony held last May,
the Coordinating Council formally
recommended to EPA-New
England Regional Administrator
Joha P. DeVillars, that the Agency
adopt a cleanup plan for the site
that includes capping, long-term
monitoring and institutional
controls for groundwater and land
us¢ development.

EPA accepted the Council’s
recommendation and on
May 27, 1998 released the
proposcd plan.

Before being selected, the pian
however still had to undergo
broader public review and
comment.

In June, the EPA and Council held
an informational meeting at City
Hall in Burlington which kicked
off the public comment period.

From June and until the closc of
the comment period in August, the
EPA solicited formal public
comment. Overall, the public
response to the plan was favorable.
Having attained the public’s
acceptance, EPA approved the
plan.

Questions and concerns about the
cleanup process or schedule may

be directed to EPA Project 3
Manager Karen Lumino. Karen
may be reached at EPA’s toll free [
number at: 1-888-372-7341. -

Coordinating Council member Lori Fisher presented the
Council recommendation on the Pine Street cleanup plan to EPA
Regional Administrator John DeVillars at a ceremony held at the

Pine Street site in May,
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Cover several wetland areas of contaminated
soil and sediment

Placing an underwater cap
aver the canal sediments that present
the highest risk to the environment.
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FIGURE 1: PROPOSED CLEAN-UP PLAN
(REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE 3A)

P / IPINE STREET CANAL SITE, BURLINGTON, VT

THE JOHNSON COMPANY, INC.

Environmnentnl Sciences and Enginsering
100 SIATE STRELY

Redirécting and monitoring surface water,

soils and sediment at the site.

Setting in place land-use restrictions

to prevent residential use, unsafe contact

with contaminated sails below five fect, use of
water for drinking and future use of the site as
a Children's Day care.
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Community Based Environmental Decision Making
«. A Success Story

Here and across the country, citizens arc
playing an increasingly active role in addressing
major environmental problems in their
communities.

Rather than make decisions without community
input, Federal and State regulatory agencies are
involving key stakeholders in the decision-
making process. Partnering with people at the
local level allows EPA to find cost effective
sensible solutions to a variety of local
environmental problems.

The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating
Council are among the pioncers of community
based decision making. Since 1993, members of
the Burlington business, art and cavironmental
commutity met regularly with the EPA, the

US Fish and Wildlife Service and Vermont
Department of Environmental Conservation, to
develop a cleanup pluan for the Pine Street site,

SRPLILFRIDINAARARA A KRR

Five years later, we have a cleanup plan that is
acceptable to the community and environmental
regulators. EPA anticipates that the work on
site will begin by the year 2000,
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Cleanup Progress at Pine Street

Steps Taken...

Major progress toward clexnup

has been madec in the last four months.
Since June, EPA proposed, solicited
comment on and ultimately approved a
cleanup plan for the Pine Street site.

Getting to this point took considerable
effort, time and commitnent from
those involved. With the public’s
approval, the EPA can now move
forward with the Pinc

Delete from NPL

! Construction Complete

Construction begins

Street site cleanup.

i

SO

! Next Steps...

The Potentially Responsible

{ Parties (PRPs) are expected to
: begin Remedial Design this
winter.

EPA expects the cap ;
construction to begin during the !
spring/ summer of the year
2000.
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Where you can go for more information...

This publication summarizes a number of reports and studies. All of these technical reports as well as other public
information publications are available at the following Pine Street Canal site information repositories:

Fletcher Free Public Library Bailey/Howe Library EPA Records Center

235 College St. University of Vermont One Congress Street

Burlington, VT 05401 Burlington, VT 05405 Boston, MA 02203

(802)863-3403 (802) 656-2023 (617)573-5729

Hours: Hours: Hours:

M-F: 8:30am-5:30pm M-F: 8:00 am-12:00am M-F: 10:00am-1:00pm

Sat: 9.00am-5:30pm Sat:  9:00am-12.00am 2:00pm -5.00pm

Sun: 12:00-5:45pm (Sept.-May) : Note: The EPA Record center is
closed the fiest Friday of every
muonth,

For general Superfund information, Internet users may visit EPA’s
web page at: http://www.epa.gov/region01/superfund

UNITED STATES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY Fiont slass mall
JFK Federal Building/ RAA Postage and fees paid
Boston, MA 02203 Era
Persnht nuniher
G-38
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FOR ITMMEDIATE RELEASE
November 23, 1993

Contact People;  Marty Feldman, (802) 658-6815

Lori Fisher, (802) 658-1414

PINE STREET COORDINATING COUNCIL
COUNCIL TO REVIEW SUPERFUND PROCESS
BURLINGTON, VT -- Scientists from the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency will participate in the Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council
meetings at the Burlington Electric Department on Dec. 1 and 2 to give

" presentations on how risks to human health and the ecology affect

decision-making at Superfund sites such as the Pine Street Barge Canal in
Burlington, Vermont.

The EPA’s risk assessments evaluate and quantify the risks to public health
and the environment posed by specific chemicals at each site and comprise the
foundation for all Superfund cleanups.

"It's really important to learn how and why risk assessments are done so we can
truly understand their effect on our Barge Canal,” said Marty Feldman, a local
citizen representative on the Coordinating Council.

On Dec. 1, Margery Adams, EPA Assistant Regional Counsel, will provide an
overview of the Superfund process and Anne Marie Burke, an EPA
toxicologist, will talk about how to assess human health risks. On Dec. 2, Susan
Svirsky, an EPA Ecological Risk Assessor, will give a presentation on how
EPA assesses risks to the environment, Both Burke and Svirsky have had
several risk assessment articles published in medical and scientific journals.
The meetings will begin at 5:30 p.m. and the presentations will be followed by
question ang answer periuds that wifl continue until 9 p.m.

The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council represents a
first-of-its-kind effort that includes a diverse cross-section of local citizens,
environmental groups, the potentially responsible partics, and state and
federal representatives working together to reach consensus on issues of
concern at the site. Since its formation, the Council has met regularly to dis-
cuss a wide variety of issues pertinent to the site,

-30.
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For more information, contact:
Marty Feldman, Pine Street Arts and Business Ass', 658-6815
Alan McIntosh, University of Vermont, 656-8885
Gary Kjelleren, Martin Marietta, 657-6876

August 15, 1994
NEW ROUND OF STUDIES TO BEGIN AT PINE STREET BARGE CANAL

Burlington, Vt. -- Field teams will embark on a new round of studies next week that are
designed to help answer remaining quostions concerning the Pine Street Superfund Site in
Burlington, Vt.

Contractors for Green Mountain Power Corporation, New England Electric Service, and
Vermont Gas will be moving a trailer and various testing equipment on the site in
preparation for studies which will build upon the data the Environmental Protection Agency
collectod during its original assessment of the site from 1989 through 1992, This year's
studies constituto the first phaso of action the council has decided on to fill data gaps at the
site. A second phase will begin next year unless the Coordinating Council finds the first
phase provided sufficient data to decide on a remedy. ' .

Most of the site's contamination comes from coal tars and other by-products generated by
a ocoal gasification plant that operated on the premises from the turn of the century through
the 60s, Pine Street Coordinating Council members and their scientific experts have been
meeting saveral times a month for the past year to determine what additional studies need
to be conducted before deciding on a new cleanup plan. This council represents a
first-in-the-nation effort to use a coalition of community, government and business members
to reach consensus on contentious issues at the site.

More than 300 additional soil and sediment samples will be collected to further define the
concentrations and locations of the contaminated sections of the site.

The scientists will gather information in an offort to determine whether the potential exists
for the contaminants to move off the site into Lake Champlain. To measure this possible
movement, groundwater at location between the canal and the lake analyzed.

An issue raised during last year’s public comment period on the EPA's proposed plan entailed
the air emissions emanating from the site under existing conditions. Field teams will install
air monitors at various locations on the site to determine if such emissions are occurring
under existing conditions, and if they present any type of a public health threat.

"As a council, we decided that it was very important that we start work on as many of the
field studies as we possibly could before the snow flies," said Lori Fisher of the Lake
Chsmplain Committoe. “We hope to use the data we obtain to answer remaining questions
as to whether the site presents a significant risk to human health or the environment.”

The Pine Street Coordinating Council was formed in the summer of 1998 aftar local officials
and residents overwhelmingly rejected the EPA's proposed plan to remediate the site.

Note w0 the media: The Pine Street Coordinating Council will be conducting media tours of
the site and the equipment for members of the media at 2:00 on Wodnesday, August 17,

-30-
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For more information, contact:

Lori Fisher, Lake Champlain Committee, (802) 658-1414

Phil Harter, Pine Street Coordinating Council, (802) 763-2835
Leo Kay, EPA Press Office, (617)365-3383

George Desch, Vermont DEC, (802) 241-3888

Council Proposes Cleanup Plan,
Additional Projccts for Pinc Strect Barge Canal Site

BURLINGTON, Vt. -- The Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council announced today the
proposcd barge canal cleanup plan, along with a serics of additional projects designed to improve
the cnvironment in the greater Burlington area.

The EPA will accept public comments on the proposcd plan from June 5 through July 8. A
public meeting to discuss the proposed plan only will be held at 7 p.m., June 4 at Contois
Auditorium in Burlington City Hall, and a formal public hearing will be held June 24 in the same
location. A copy of the plan will be available for review at the Burlington Public Library
beginning June 4.

The additional projects -- valued at $3 million -- were agreed upon by the community and the
potentially responsible parties, or PRPs. The PRPs agreed 10 the projects in discussions with the
council separate from the federal Superfund process. The additional projects are not subject to
public comment.

“This process - the first-of-its-kind nationwide -- has trimmed the original proposcd cleanup
plan of $50 million down to $10 million. And with the additional special projects we’re getting
more environmental protection at less cost. That's smart,"said John P. DeVillars, administrator
for the EPA New England office. "Bravo to the coordinating council for the members’
perseverence, creativity and dedication in artiving at a fundamentally sound, economically
sensible cleanup decision that will reap bencfits far beyond the site itsell. The council’s
groundbreaking work will serve as a blueprint for other communities who are struggling with
Superfund clcanup decisions.”

Quotc from coordinating council

"This has been a fong, tedious journey but we have arrived safely and | think the people of
Vermont and of the nation should be proud of the work done by the LPA and the other groups
and individuals who have worked on this process.” said A. Norman Terreri, retired Chief
Operating Officer for Green Mountain Power. "We have applicd the right science, the right law,
and the right financial analysis to this problem. We have also applicd common sense_ and |
belicve that this is the gluc that held this agreement together. It was possible because, if T can
paraphrase Vermont's most famous literary lion. “we took the road less traveled by.””

“In 1993, when 1 called EPA ofTicials in to explain why their proposed remedy was unacceptable
to Vermonters and Burlinglonians, they offered to work with us,” said Sen. Patrick J. Leahy.
“The result is a plan for the Barge Canal and additional environmental projects benefitting Lake
Champlain that we can all support. Our thanks to the agency and the coordinating council
members for their long vears of work that have made this possible.”
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*The recent setlement reflects the ingenuity and dedication of Burlington residents to developing
a comprehensive, affordable and realistic plan," said Sen. James Jcffords. "Their efforts will
stand as a model 1o the nation and a lesson to Congress as we work to fix the Superfund
program.”

Cong. Sandcrs

"The proposcd remedy for Pine Strect represents an immense effort on the part of the
coordinating council to reach consensus among a diverse group of interests,” said Natural
Resources Secretary Barbara . Ripley. "l can't say enough about the dedication of this group,
especially the citizen volunteers. In the best tradition of Vermonters working together, their
perseverance forged a pragmatic proposal that protects our environment.”

Mayor Clavelle

For the official site proposed plan, the coordinating council recommended-and the EPA is
proposing the following remedy:

* Placement of a sand/silt cap on the contaminated canal and wetland sediments to isolate
contamination. The cap would be placed under-water causing minimal disturbance to the
sediments. Underwater capping has been successfully used at other Superfund sites.

* Monitoring to cnsure that contaminated groundwater does not reach Lake Champlain,
monitoring surface water, and monitoring sediment migration to cnsurc the cap’s effectivencss.

*Place legal controls on land use to prevent use of proundwater for drinking, prevent exposure to
soil greater than five fect deep, prevent activities that may result in migration of subsurface
contamination, prevent residential use and prevent future use as a children’s day care center

* Five-year reviews to make sure the remedy is elfective.

‘The total estimated cost of the remedy is between $4.3 - 6 million. After considering the
comments received during the public comment period, the EPA will issuc a formal decision on
the remiedy for the Barge Canal Site.

The council also agreed to re-delincate the site boundaries to help facilitate redevelopment near
the site. The city of Burlington recently received its second $200,000 "brownfields" grant from
the EPA to redevelop abandoned, contaminated propertics. Some of the property the city is
considering for reuse abuts the Barge Canal Site.

If the council’s site remedy ultimately is adopted, the potentially responsible partics represented
on the council will contribute to the following independent additional projects:

1. Restoration of Englesby Brook

Erosion control measures, stormwater treatment devices, and source reduction measures would be
put in place to reduce discharges of bacteria, sediment, and other poliutants to Fnglesby Brook and
Lake Champlain, thereby improving water quality.

2. Assexsment of Water Quality of Burlington Bay
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Funding would be used to determine the current status of the bay and to track changes related 1o
pollution prevention programs like the Englesby Brook restoration. The information developed
during the assessment would be made available to citizens and policy makers through a series of
outrcach cfforts.

3. Barge Canal Interpretive Trails

This project would provide safe access to certain portions of the site through a series of connected
boardwalks and trails. The trails would include interpretive signs to educate visitors on the natural
and cultural history of the arca. :

4. Economic Redevelopment

The project would fund a site-wide engineerting study in order to encourage redevelopment and reuse
ol the Barge Canal site in a manner protective of the remedy.

The total estimated costs for implementing these additional projeets is approximately $3 million to
be spent over a five-year period. The potentially responsible partics have tentatively agreed to fund
the projects in addition to paying for and implementing the cleanup remedy at the Pine Street Barge
Canal Site.

The 70-acre Pine Strect Canal Sitc was used as a coul gasification plant from 1895 - 1966. Plant
waste watcrs. coal tars, residual oil and wood chips saturated with organic compounds were
discharged or disposed of in the Pinc Strect Canal wetland. The EPA added the sitc to its
National Prionties List of Superfund sites in 1983.

Hih
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Release # 93-6-4
June 4, 1993

EPA DROPS BARGE CANAL CLEANUP PLAN
IN RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY CONCERNS

BOSTON == The U.S. Environmental Protectidn Agency (EP&Y
announced today that in response to public comments it has
dacided not to pursue its current proposal to dredge and contain
contaminated soil at the Pine Street Canal Superfund site, as
presented in the November, 1992 Proposed Plan.

Paul G. Keough, Acting Regional Administrator stated, "A good
Superfund remedy must balance a number of sometimes competing
factors -- protecting public health, and the environment,
ensuring technical feasibility, and minimizing cost. For the
Barge Canal site, public involvement is essential to reaching the
right balance. It'’s clear from the comments that wa have not
reached that balance, and should not go ahead with our proposed
plan.™

"We are carefully considering all comments and are currently
working with the Lake Champlain Committee to identify the best
way to involve Burlington citizens and the local scientific
community,"™ Keough said. The Lake Champlain Committee, EPA’s
Technical Assistance Grant recipient, and other community groups
have suggested possible ways to better invelve Burlington and
local scientists. After reviewing the comments EPA and the LCC
will be able to determine the best way to insure effective
community input.

In response to requasts from the public, EPA extended its comment

period on its Proposed Plan to 6 months, the longest ever in the

Region. 1Initial review of tha extensive comments shows no

support for the plan. Commentors raised concerns regarding EPA’s
- more -
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human and ecological risk assessment and thae need for action.
Other options were offered ranging from different cleanup
proposals to further studies. A thorough review and evaluation
of nearly 100 comments received by EPA will take several months.

Public and state acceptance of cleanup proposals are two of the
nine criteria EPA uses to make final decisions about cleanup
technologies for sites such as Pine Street.

The Pine Street Canal Superfund site is on the eastern shore of
Lake Champlain in the City of Burlington, Vermont. The S50-acre
site was historically industrial: however, residences, small
shops, offices and public parks are located nearby. A coal
gasification plant, generating coals tars and other by-products,
operated on the site from the turn of the century until the late
1960s. In 1981, the site was proposed to EPA’s National
Priorities List (NPL) of hazardous waste sites making it eligible
for action under the federal Superfund program. In 1983, the
site was officially added to the NPL. In 1985, EPA removed
approximately 1500 tons of coal tar, contaminated soil, and
sediment from the Maltex Pond part of the site. In 1986, EPA
assumed lead responsibility for investigation from the Vermont
Department of Environmental Conservation. In 1988, EPA began a
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to determine
the nature and extent of contamination and evaluate the range of
cleanup alternatives. Widespread contamination was found in the
canal and wetlands. In November 1992, EPA proposed a cleanup
plan to dredge and contain contamination. The site is connected
to Lake Champlain which serves as a source of drinking water for
Burlington and other lakeside communities.
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For Immediate Release:  September 24, 1997 Rel #:97-9-9

Coordinating Council Mulls Supplemental Environmental Projects,
Prepares for Public Comment Period
g
BOSTON — A day after reaching a tentative agreement on a key component of the proposed remedy
for the Pine Street Superfund Site, the Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council explored a
series of supplemental projects that could be undertaken by the potentiaily responsible parties (PRPs)
as part of a larger plan to improve environmental conditions in and around Burlington.

“We’ve turned a $50 million Rube Goldberg contraption into an effective, affordable mechanism for
environmental protection. And importantly, we've created an opportunity for urban development in a
county where green space is being gobbled up at a record pace,” said John P. DeVillars, administrator
of the EPA’s New England office.

DeVillars encouraged the Council to explore other side projects that would benefit the jocal
environment beyond the site itself as part of an overall settlement regarding past pollution in the
Barge Canal, He suggested the consideration of natural resource improvements of the Englesby
Brook Watershed and a technical assistance program for small businesses in the Burlington area to
reduce their use of toxics.

“In retumn for a more affordable cleanup we should explore other environmental benefits as part of
this settiement,” DeVillars said.

Senator Patrick Leahy, who requested that the EPA withdraw its eadier cleanup plan and establish
the Coordinating Council, said, “I am monitoring the Council’s deliberations closely since this is a test
of innovative approaches under Superfund. The EPA has been very supportive in helping us find a
consensus solution, so I would urge the Council members to keep up their collaborative effort,
especially as we near its completion.”

“I also want to applaud and commend Senator Leahy, Without his intervention at the beginning we

never would have gotten on track, and without his continued vigilance we would not likely have

reached this destination,” DeVillars said. “We’re very grateful for his substantiel contributions.”
(More)

VISIT EPA's WEB SITE HOME PAGE FOR NEWS AND INFORMATION: http:/fwww.epa.gov/region01
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“This diverse group of businesses, environmentalists and government officials is working hard to
reach consensus on the best clean-up plan. 1am also pleased that the EPA has defined the boundaries
of the site so that the less contaminated areas are considered ‘brownfields,™ and can be redeveloped
to benefit Burlington’s economy as well as the environment,” said Senator James Jeffords.

“] am pleased that the EPA and the community worked together to come up with 8 prefiminary
agreement that is cost effective and responsible. I hope that the Coordinating Council will continue
to work toward a final plan which addresses contamination risk,” said Rep. Bernie Sanders.

While pleased with the preliminary agreement, Lori Fisher of the Lake Champlain Committee
emphasized that a final agreement requires consensus on several additional components of the
proposed remedy. “We’re optimistic that we'll rcach agreement and we look forward to a final
holistic remedy that addresses the on-site ecological risks and includes off-site work to prevent
pollution and reduce toxic contamination.”

The original plan presented by the EPA in 1992 called for construction of a $50 million remedy at the
site. Since the plan met strong public opposition, the EPA agreed to look at a new, less costly and
less intrusive alternative.

The EPA and the Coordinating Council will formally issue a proposed plan that will go out for public
review and comment later this year. During that time the EPA will hold an informational public
meeting and a public hearing. In making the final decision on a remedy, comments taken from the
community will be considered.

The points of the plan agreed to by the Council and for which the EPA will seek public comment
include:

* Institutional controis for the most contaminated parts of the site. The proposed controls would
prohibit residential use, limit construction techniques for major excavations greater than five feet,
establish procedures to protect workers working on utilities, and prevent land uses that could cause
recontamination of the site.

*Placement of a sand/silt cap on the contaminated canal and wetland sediments. The cap would
isolate contamination from environmental receptors. This would be done underwater and with

minimal disturbance of contaminated sediments. Underwater capping has been used at other
Superfund sites with success.

* Monitoring to ensure that contaminated groundwater does not reach Lake Champlain, and
monitoring of sediment migration to Lake Champlain, and monitoring to ensure effectiveness of the
cap.

*Five year reviews 1o insure that the remedy remains protective.

*The projected cost of the remedy is $6-10 million.

VISIT EPA’s WEB SITE HOME PAGE FOR NEWS AND INFORMATION; hitp:/lwww.epa.gov/region01
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The Pine Street Barge Canal Site is an 80-acre site that was used as a coal gasification plant from
1908-1966. Plant waste waters and residual oil and wood chips satursted with organic compounds
were discharged or disposed of in the Pine Street Barge Canal wetland.

During the 1960’s and 1970's an oil-like material was detected seeping from the Pine Street Canal
wetland, the Tuming Basin and Maltex Pond. In testing the sediments, the Vermont Agency of
Natural Resources (ANR) detected high levels of organic compound associated with coal tar at
several locations on site.  Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and Volatile Organic
Compounds were also detected in the groundwater and sediments. Concerned that the site posed a

significant threat to Lake Champlain, a public drinking water source, the Vermont ANR referred the
site to EPA.

The Pine Street Barge Canal Site was listed on the EPA's National Priorities List (NPL) in 1983.

R

VISIT EPA’s WEB SITE HOME PAGE FOR NEWS AND INFORMATION: http:/iwww.epa.goviregion01
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Contact: Alice Kaufiman, EPA Press Office, 617,565.4592
For immediate release: October 1, 1998 . 98-10-2

EPA APPROVES CLEANUP PLAN AS WORK
MOVES FORWARD ON THE PINE STREET SITE

BOSTON-- The United States Environmental Protection Agency adopted today the $4.38 million
cleanup plan developed in collaboration with the Pine Street Barge Canal Coordinating Council for
the Pine Street Canal Superfund site in Burlington, Vermont. Afler being sent back to the drawing
board in 1992, EPA sought advice and council from community residents to jointly redraw a plan for
the barge site cleanup. EPA’s New England Administrator John P. DeVillars said that the consensus
building model used in Burlington stands as a national model for community-based decision-

making. EPA’s decision follows a 60-day public comment period.

“This works a victory for common sense and community involvement,” said DeVillars. “The hard
work of the Coordinating Council was fully endorsed by Burlington’s citizens. 1t was a tough few
vears to get to this point and today we can applaud the success of the Council in representing the
broader interests of the Burlington community. The public overwhelmingly endorsed the plan that
EPA and the Council have hammered out over the last five years.”

EPA’s next step in the cleanup is to conclude negotiations with the Potentially Responsible Partics
(PRPs) and to enter into a legally binding agreement for the PRPs to design and perform the cleanup
work. EPA anticipates that design of the cleanup will be completed in 1999, and construction of the
underwater cap and other cleanup work will begin spring of 2000. In addition to the cleanup work,
the PRPs agreed in May to spend up to an additional $3 million for other environmental projects in
the Burlington area.

Since being formed in 1993, the Pine Strect Barge Canal Coordinating Council, a group of tocal
community members, environmential activists, PRPs and representatives from the Vermont

Department of Environmental Conservation, United States Fish and Wildlife Service and LPA have
-more-

VISIT EPA’s WEB SITE HOME PAGE FOR NEWS AND INFORMATION: http://www.epa.gov/region01
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worked together to examine technical data, evaluate cleanup options and ultimately formulate a
cleanup plan that meets regulatory requirements and is acceptable to the community,

“After years of hard work, it is extremely satisfying to see the progress made this year at Pine Street.
The Coordinating Council has been instrumental in developing this cleanup plan and has shown the
difference active community involvement can make in environmental decision making.” said
DeVillars. “Rather than dictate what is best for communitics, the EPA will continue to partner with
community groups like the Council to find long term solutions to local environmental problems.”

“I am pleased that EPA has formally adopted the cleanup plan announced earlier this year for the
Barge Canal,” said U.S. Senator Patrick Leahy. “This is an example of a federal agency listening to
a community and demonstrating a willingness to work on an innovative solution. The resulting work
product of the Coordinatmg Council is a Barge Canal plan and additional projects 1o benefit Lake
Champlain with broad support.”

Senator James M. Jeffords commented that “the Coordinating Council has worked long and hard
with the EPA during the last 6 years. They have produced a solid plan which provides a model of
cooperation from which the rest of the country can learn.”

“This is very good news for a community that has worked very hard to solve a difficult and
frustrating problem,” said Congressman Bemie Sanders. “I am particularly pleased that EPA has
sought the active participation of Burlington residents, making this project an example of
coaperative effort. T will continue to monitor the progress of the canal cleanup, and assist in any way
1 can to move this effort forward.”

“This agreermnent proves that communities can play a crucial role in solving these difficult issucs and
that the federal government is willing to listen to the concerns of local residents. I applaud everyone
who devoted countless hours of work toward moving this cleanup effort forward,” said Governor
Dean.

“1 am extremely pleased with the cleanup plan arrived at by the Barge Canal Coordinating
Committee. The Record of Decision (ROD) protects the environment, cnsures public safety, and
addresses the redevelopment potential of the Pine Street Corridor.” said Mavor Peter Clavelle, “All
this will be achieved at a reasonable costs. and was made possible only through diligent public
process. Moreaver, the ROD includes a site boundary definition that removes six important
commercial propertics in the study area. Once formally removed from the National Priorities List
(NPL), these newly designated ‘brownfield’ properties will be redeveloped without the stigma of
Superfund, turning liabilities into assets.”

“The cleanup is the result of all parties setting aside differences and working together to create a
common sense solution that is both environmentally protective and economically sound,” said Lori
Fisher, executive director of the Lake Champlain Committee, “We are especially pleased that the
remedy includes funding for additional water quality restoration projects in the vicinity of the
Superfund site.”

-more-
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‘The Coordinating Council reached consensus on the proposed plan last May. The EPA presented the
plan to the public for comment in June. In sharp contrast {o the negative reaction EPA received on
the first.cleanup plan proposed in 1992, and withdrawn after a 6-month public comment period,
public response (o this new plan has been overwhelmingly favorable.

The remedy selected by EPA to address contamination at the Pine Street site minimizes risks to
public health, aquatic life, and birds by reducing potential expasure to site contaminants. Polyeyclic
aromatic hvdrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and metals are found in the site’s groundwater,
soils and sediments.

The key components of the cleanup plan include:

i Placement of an underwater cap over the canal sediments that present the
highest risk to the environment;

> Covering several wetland areas of contaminated soil and sediment near the canal;
g Setting in place land-usc restrictions 10 prevent residential use. unsafe contact with

contaminated soil below five feet, use of water for drinking. and futurc use of the site
as a children’s day care.

- Redirecting stormwater inflow and monitoring surface water, soils and sediment at
the site.
. Loong term monitoring of site conditions, including monitoring of the canal and Lake

Champlain, groundwater and sediments.

- Reviews of the remedy every five years (o ensure that it continucs to protect human
health and the environment.

The Pinc Strcet Canal Site, a manufactured gas plant, operated from 1895 to 1966. The
contamination at the site is from coal gasification wastes. In the 1970's, an oily substance was
discovered in the wetlands adjacent to the barge canal. EPA investigations at the site conducted
from 1989 to 1992 revealed extensive coal tar contamination in the soils and an oil like substance in
the canal wetlands, turning basin and Maltex Pond. Additional studies were conducted from [994-
1998 under the auspices of the Coordinating Council. The Pinc Street Superlund site was listed on
the Supcrfund Nationa! Priorities List in 1983

A copy of the cleanup plan will be available next week in Burlington at the Fletcher Library and the
Baily/Howe Library .
-30-
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Residents speak out on Barge Canal

By Sana fyengar
Free Press Staff Writer

Rod Rice is frustrated by the
ongoing studies at a Burlington
hazardous waste site on Lake
Champlain.

“l just hate to see money
wasted in this manner,” said
Rice, who lives in the South End,
where the site is located,

He was one of about 40 to
attend an informational meeting
Tuesday at Burlington City Hall
on the Pine Street Barge Canal

Superfund site. An estimated

600,000 cubic yards of soil were
contaminated there by wastes
from a coal-gasification plant for
nearly 60 years,

The Pine Strect Barge Canal
Coordinating Council sponsored

Tuesday's meeting, which focused

an the Barge Canal's history, pro-
posed studies and residents’ con-
cerns. The council is a first-in-
the-nation effort that allows resi-
dents to devise a cleanup plan.
The U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s proposed $50
million cleanup plan, which in-
cluded building a landfill on the

site, was withdrawn afler resi-
dents objected.

An cstimated $800,000 of sci-
entific studies on air quality, soil
and groundwater contamination
and storm run-off st the Barge

Canal started a month late inv

September.

Issues to be studied include
whether any contamination is
reaching Lake Champlain; if or-
ganisms that break down contam-
mnation are present; il heavy

storms affect the surface water
quality leaving the canal; and the
effect upon fish, the ecosystem
and human health,

“The purpose for these stud-
ies is to provide the basis for us
to come to a solution for this
site,” said Chris Crandell, vice
president of The Johnson Co.,
consultants doing the tests.

Council members said they
may have a remedial solution in
one to three years.
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‘at one-tenth
-orniginal figure

By Nancy Badllchuk
Eree Pregy Staff Wrver

Vetmout's fiest Superfund haz.
ardous waste site, tangled in rod
wpe for more than {0 years, will
finslly be soaled off (tom Lake
Champlaip under 3 $4.46 million
plaa choten Monday.

The plan for Buclington’s Pine
Street Barge Cana! Superfund site
is not a ciesnup; no waste will be
removed. Instesd, 3 foot-thick
waderwater layer of sand will be
laid over the most contaminsted
parts of the canat, and an above-
ground foot-thick sand layer will
be laid over two smaller sreas
nesr the canal.

The proposal shouls keep cone
taminants out of nearby Lake
Champlsia and ailow fish, insects
ad other creatures 10 move back
to the 125-year-old canal.

1t teaves open the possibility
that lcss conteminsted pari of
the sfie might be developed. That
includes eveatual construction of
the Southern Connector, a mad
bt i o
390 o i jotae n-
town Burlingion fcom the south.

The decision renched Monday
by the Pine Street Barge Canal
Coordinasing Councl) is a dragti-
ally scaled-down plan comptred
o0 8 proposs] made dy the U.S,
invironmeotal Protection
\geacy i November 1992, At
bat dme, the EPA said it would
fean up the sfte with a $50 mil-
on, 25-foot high landfill the size
f University Mall, built on the

rwore of Lake Champlain.

The Barge Canal was contami-
1ited by weszes from a plant thet
nverted coal into gas for heat-
t snd lighting detween 1908
d 1966, Coal-tar was\es con-
ning cancercsusing substences

Barge Canal solution: Fill it

Cost put

Solving the Pine
Street Barge Canal
Superfund question

The lota cost of preventing pofution rom
the conteminated Barge Canal wit be $2.)
miflion, with another $2.3 mikion requived
aver seveny decades to monitor the ske
10 make sure cantaminanms stay in place.

u Areas 1,2 snd 8: These areas are
underwetar and wouid be covered with 8
sand and sit layer, or cep, designed to be
& foot thick. Because e sand and slit wit
aetlc over tme, the initial thickneas of the
cop wil nead to be 2.5 to 3 (eet thick.

® Aresa 3 and T: These upland snd

wetland arens 8iso Wit bo Covered with a
sand layer, bt beoguss they ae not under-
wate: tha inftisl layer of sand will have to.
be only 1.5 feet thick, Watlands will be
reconstuctod on tha site over the cap.

@ Areas 4, § and 8: These arees woud
be protected with deeds and govemmentt
restricrions midng water and fand uses in
the defined aree. .

f;'

% _

i
3

- ABGVE: A syelipt.”

g
b

T
i

R

were dumped or spilled in the desp.
wetlands and the csasl bohind
the plant. The EPA estimates (Bt caused the EPA to withdesw he
more than §00,000 eubic yards af  propesal in May 1991,

In roponse to citinen

Fove Prves

the plaa would protect the ke,

frostra-

part boe  tion over the botched studies and

=
soll is costaminaed by the cxuse the 35 milion of sudies clennup dehry, EPA Admintsre-

to Oll a that precaded the clesnup plan

wastes; that's en
100 feet  pever cicarly estabfished whather

{ootbal! fiald more See CANAL, ¢4

63
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CANAL: Superfund site to be filled, possibly developed

Cantinesd from Page 14

tos Casol Baownes established the
wordinaling coencil, a first-in-
the-oatiga efont 10 allow (be
commadily, regulatocs and Lisble
businesacs to develop & plaa 0
stop polletion fiom lesving the
wasie site.

Since Seplemyber 1993, e co-
ordimating couacl] has been meet-
ing a leml osoe 3 month, fint 1o
come op wilh stsdies to phog the

hokes left by EPA'Y exrfier studies,
Osce thawe wudies were come
pleted, ihe group spent time eval-
vating the aclual risks posed by
the site, The youp coocluded
that the sile poses migimd risk to
butaras, bt el costamisaed
sediments in the canal weee pol-
kalzd eaoegh to merd action.
The plan selected Mondey in-

volves pumping ¢ fool-ick sand
snd iy cap over sediments is

the canal itsell A foot-thick sand
cap would be placed over 3 eoo-
tanimated wooded wethand area
10 the west of the Bage Casal
pooper. The 3446 million price
tag includes maaitoriag the site
for severa) detades \o wake sure
that all fhe scicatific gudics are
Tight and that costacsiadnts do
Aot polinie Lake Champlaia, .

The coordinating cosucil's de.

ciion came oge day sbort of tbe

poups fouth aomivemary; (be
sgreement prompitd spontaneoas
spplmase. .

““We bave o ot of hope for Lhis
process. We think we cas do
some good at (be site,” said Loni
Fusher, execolive director of the
Like Ovmplin Commitice, a
walchdog suvironmesisl proep
that has been represcnied o8 the
coordinling council.

&u_u Comglon, 3 hvm <
resenling the city of Budington

on the eoct, 1aid the action
plan makes it possidle the Soulh-
ern Connector might womeday be
built thioegh tbe Barge Casal
Esdy phans for (e coomector
calied foc buildiag the osd right
down the midds of the contami-
mated area For te shont feom,
bowsver, tbs cly will ‘coatinus
whd 3 plan 0 roule the rord

aong Pine Street,

The carfiest U sand cap conld
be imstalked would be someiime

pext yeor, belore thee the EPA
wesl completz 3 dovamend calied
& Record of Desision. which de-
scribes the rationale for the selec-
tion, '

After this document i3 fed
snd 1pproved by the federal gov-
ompenl, sdditlonsl snghutering
stndies oon be coadecied 1o do
termine the exact dedails of the
constrectioa. I all ot weli,
workess could begio Laying the
cap of ssod next semmer.
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NVIRONMENT |
Cleanup
backed

by EPA

Plan addresses:
Barge Canal site

By Nancy Bazllchuit
M.ﬁﬂm

EPA chielf Carol Browansr
praised aewly reiessed plapa
for Vermant's first d
Aazardous waste site Tussdey
st a2 nationsl confessnce of
stale anvironmental officlals in
Burlington.

“With the comm
votvement, ws reth wwr
h ta the o " for

the Pinc Street Bsme Cuul
Browuer told the gathering at
the Radisson Hotel Burfington.,
“Tho community came 1o the
table snd came up with an idea
that waz cheapor aad had
widotpread wppon."

The Bnvir ol C H}
aof the Stateg, s ustiomsl, non-
partissa coalition af spvirgn-
mentsl officisls from 48 states
and t(erTitories, will osaciude
s fourth annual meeing in
lurluu&:n today, le_mup (]

o? szth.lu from ghobal cli-
w air poll
mhﬂon. -

Browner's remarks cAwe &
day afier the Burlingsen pl.,u-
sing group she creased
yours ago agrocd on a mom
15 control wastes at the 70-acre
Superfund site.

The $4.46 million peoposal
calls for sealing pollveasts uo-
dorground by sprosdiag a layer
of sand and silt over polluted
rediments in the watess of the
nul. Two nesrby upland altes

d bo toppod with .muo-
ﬂ\m undn. of

‘Browaer -uthon-d the
Pinc Street Barge Casal Coor-
dinsting Committes, 8 group

See OLEANUP, 30

Councli!

R WHAT; The EPA ewisl-
fahed the nstion’s Ant wo.
ardinating counoti in Vet~

. botched studies in the
dean Up of the Pine Jwset
Barge Canal shts,

65
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CLEANUP: Chief praises plan

Continued trom Page 1B

of business leaders, government
officials. environmentsl group
and interested citizens, after the
U.S. Environmemal Protection
Agency’s own plan to build a $50
nullion, 13-zcre landfill on the
site was overwhelmingly rejected
l;z Vermonters in November

92,

The Barge Canal is one dem-
onstration of how cooperatlon
can work, even with thorny issues
such a$ hazardous waste sites, she
said. State officisls peed to _find
ways 1o expand this approach to
regulsting pollution, she said,

We need to focus on hew to
find cost-effective solutions, snd
how 1o provide more flexibility to
those in the business community
whp msy want to go further than

the minimum standards require,” .

she said.

*ﬁw ways of tracking how
much pollution is emitred by
buginesses, and how many per-
mifs bave been fssued by each of
tho states, will help stace officials
ascesg the effectiveness of envie
ronmental 'protection programs,
she said,

“We are now able to look at

66

not just the number of effluent
permits issued, but how contami-
nated the water is and how much
pollution Is going into the water,”
she said.



‘Barge Canal

cleanup totals
$30 mllllon

“Plan bundles
other prOJects

gy_Nancy Bullchuk R

Free Press Siaff Writer

Clelmns up- Burlmgton s pol-

{uted _Pine. Strect Barge Cansl

uuiﬁne.

ental
is backing a commurity group’s
plan to include other Burlington

pollution sources as part of the |

package.

pal, insicad of apn expensive re-
moval, sa the group decided to
- attack ‘other pollution inyBur-

Sl total |

© Andin an un&uﬂ lnd umo- iR
vmve approach, the {edenl En-" -

The plas calls f&r' leaving
contaminants in the Barge Ca-

lington to make up for decades
of lake pollution from.the canal.

wastes. The approach has been
endorsed by EPA New England
Regional Dlrector J_nhn_w
g,

“In Mum for a more aﬂ‘orda- |
ble cleanup we should explore

other environmental beoefits as

. part of this settlemenl. i DeVl!-- K

hnmd.
- The EP, hls ipen! IS ye

ind more’ unn $5 million ‘study- - 3
lig waye.t6' clea up the canal, '-'Vemonm; ,pecwd the EPAY
. __'ssl&iilio Barge Canal

ich was _polluxed by coal tar

[ ] WHERE. An 80-acre site
on Pine Street in Burlington
between the-Maltex Bullding
and the Burlington Electric
.Department offices.
.98 WHAT: Baginning in
1908, the arpa was. the site
- of p coal-gasification plant,
1 ‘ooal lnto g£as
and fighting. The
W""m ated. um,i 1966 :

were spllied or. dumpea 'in
the wetlands sif cand| bE-
hind the plant, contamingz:,
ting about 600,000 wblc
_yadsofsoll. T .
M WHAT'S NEX'I‘ A gouy
.of gitizens and businesses ...
cherged by the federal Envis
ronmental Protection Agency °
to come Lp with 8
-pian has proposed to isolate
. the most taxic contaminants
In the canal with a sand and
sift cap. Because the pollu!
tants will be left in place, the
group also wants to tackle
-other grea cleanup projects
t0 Improve Lake Charmlam (]
water quality. . b
I COSTS: For the underwa-
cap and sssoclated moni-
tonng. $6 million to $10 ma-
lion; total costs, including
.sclentific studies and EPA's
l:ggl expenses opuld top

_pm:ed-

' cpmmum . Superfund Blz- :
miou;éu ueelunupa. r

Smoe 1993. wheit outn:ed

67



BARGE: Cleanup to cost $ 3RS

Continued from Page 1A~

;. The Barge Canal Coordmlting
Council includes businesses that
will pay for the project as well as
Bumngton residents and repre-

éentatives of the Lake Champlain-

Committee, a watchdog group. -

* " The EPA created the council.
ln 1993 afler Vermont officials .

Eondemned the federal agency's

$50 million plan to clean up the-

canal. The proposal was to pile

contaminated sediments and soil -~

in 3 25-foot high, 13-acre landfill
on top of the most polluted part
of the site. Another $11. million

was speat “for sfudies,."bringing-

the total to $61 million.

_ For four years the council has
been working on a solution for
the Barge Canal, where more than
600,000 cubic yards of contami-
nated soil and sediment pollute
an 80-acre site less than 100
yards from Lake Champlaip,

. In September, the council

agreed the best solution was to

cover ‘the most polluted sgedi-
ments on the canal bottom with &
cap of sand and silt. That will al-
low mussels, clams, worms and
‘other bottom dwellers to moto-
mzethc canal. . .

by Thlt actual clesnup will cott

-§6 milllion 'to $107 million, “the o

EPA says. The businesses 1 respon-

sible for the cleapup, chiefly g%
“.Green Mountsin - Power Corp., theh
have paid more_ than $5 million . f&his
for studies and scientific consul-

tants to develop- the current pro-

posal. They also will have to pay  kefsHEh

. the $11 million for past stadjes. -

Although no Superfund site is

clealmp is sbout $21 milliof.
Margery Adams, an EPA law-

- yer oh the council, said when pro-

bytheLakeQmplun

Comumittee, the cost of additional,

projecis was about $9 million ini-

* tially. ‘That will be added to the

$21 million to $26 million costs
of the actual cleanup and studies.’

“That is clearly subject to ne-
gotiation,” Adams -said., “The
group has put a lot of effort idto
finding a\solution that would ao-
complish t goals but wouldn't

. break the
leave contamination in place and

For sevenul tense montlu the

" grams, eh " Mountain,. Power
Corp. vettled the last of ity insur-

nno:_: Iawsnits in November: for;_t‘n
SIO.S mﬂ!m

68

1 'ou.nﬂ The com-

typical, EPA officials iy the av- - {igdiet
erage total price of a Superfnnd S

‘Feldman, owner of - Lachhvorb
and a representative of the Pine
Street Arts ‘and Busmess Associa-
tion on the council. “We-hive:to
finalize it, but we’ve donc thc
h‘l‘d WOIL‘ : >

Green MOunxun Power
spokeswoman Dorothy Schnure
said they are committed 16, the
additional projects even though
they are not required by jaw.

- “We believe it is in the public
interest™ to do the ‘projects, she
*$aid. Whether Green Mountain®s
_costs will be passed on to ratepay-
" ers o stockholders is yet to be de-
termined, she said. Passing costs
on' 10 ratepayers - might - prove

‘problematic, beuué ulihty is
under scrutiny for a 16.7 peroent
Tate fncresse to-cover the cdsu of

Hydm-Quebecpm A
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Pact reached for Barge Canal

cleanup

By DAVID GRAM
The Associated Press

BURLINGTON, Vt. —
Five years after public out-
cry killed a plan to bury the
Barge Canal hazardous
waste site under a landfill,
officials have announced
agreement on what they said
was a better plan for less
than one-fifth the cost.

Ten years from now, the
70-acre tract on Lake
Champlain just south of
downtown Burlington is en-
visioned to have new de-
velopment and open spaces,
complete with trails and
signs - depicting the area's
history.

Federul, state and' local
officials gathered near the
Barge Canal yesterday to
announce they had reached
agreement on a plan to clean
up the first site in Vermont
designated under the federal
Superfund law.

John DeVillars, adminis-
trator of the Environmenta)
Protection Agency’s regional
office in Boston, called the

.agreement the first. of its
kind in the country, in that
it resulted from broad-based
community participation,
rather than being imposed
by the EPA.

“The—" council's
groundbreaking work will
serve as a blueprint for other
communities (that) are
struggling with Superfund
“cleanup decisions,” DeVil-
lars said.

The Barge Canal became
polluted when a plant that
extracted gas for hghtmﬁ
and cooking from coa
dumped its residues in the
canal and the wetland3 sur-
rounding it.

Under the Superfund law,
efforts are made to find the
companies and individuals
responsible for polluting a
site and have them chip in to
play for cleaning it up.

DeVillars and other of
ficials estimated Barge

Canal cleanup — consisting
mainly of covering the most
hazerdous spots with sand
and-or silt — would cost $4.3
million under the new plan.
About $11 million has n
spent so far, much of it on
legal fees and engineering
studies.

In addition, potentially re-
sponsible parties, including
General Dynamics, which
owns some of the land, and
Green Mountain Power
Corp.. which owned part of
the land when coal tar was
deposited there, have agreed
to chip in voluntary con-
tributions totaling $3 mil-
lion.

The money will be used to
restore the polluted
Englesby Brook, which is
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near the Barge Canal, create
walking paths with signs in
the Barge Canal site itself
and to study water guality in
Lake Champlain near the
site. The brook cleanup
should allow reopening of a
nearby swimming beach, of-
ficials said.

The Barge Canal’s status
as a hazardous waste site
had been seen as a key
stumbling bleck in the way
of building the long-sought
Southern Connector, a high-
way linking downtown Burl-
ington with its suburbs to
the south.

But political support for a
major highway into the city
hss waned in recent years,
and Mayor Peter Clavelle
said he doubted it would be
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built unlesa it were mod-
ified. “T would be surprised if
it were built in its original
{proposed) corridor,” he 8aid,
noting that much of the cor-
ridor lies in wetlands.

The plan announced
Wednesday was the result of
a five-year process that
began when state and local
officials and Burlington resi-
dents rose up in opposition
to an earlier plan hatched by
the EPA to put a 25-foot, 13-
acre landfill over the haz-
ardous waste site.

“l learned a new word”
said Clavelle, recalling the
debate. “Sarcophagus. A
tomb. They wanted to bury
the whole thing in a tomb.”

Clavelle, Sen. Patrick
Leahy, D-Vt., and a host of
others blasted the $50 mil-
lion plan as too expensive,
likely to release coal tar
gasses and create a bigger
environmental problem than
already existed.

Leahy said the Ver-
monters' message to .the
EPA was: “Be realistic.’ We
Vermonters are by our very
nature environmentalists.
We're not trying to do some-
thing where we're trying to
cheat the environment. But
let’s be reasonable.”

A committee called the
Pine Street Barge Canal Co-
ordinating Council was
formed, with represent-
atives from the EPA, the
state, the city, businesses
likely to have to pay for
cleanup, an environmental
group and others.

The group met 100 times
during the following five
yeara. “I'd be overstating it if
I said every one of those
meetings was pleasant,”
said Norm Terrari, GMP’s
retired chief operating of-
ficer.

The cleanup plan now will
go through a round of public
comment before it is
finalized in July.

)

Phil Harter, mediator for the Pine Street Barge Canal
Coordinating Council, talks yesterday about five
years work on a cleanup plan for the Superfund site
on Pine Street in Burlington. (AP photo)

3 <
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Canal

finalized -

$7.3 million |
citizen plan
sets standard

By Nnncy Bullchult
_Free Press Siaff Writer ~
Vermont's first federal hazard-
ous waste site, which for almost
two decades blocked a proposed
Burlington highway and caused
worry about Lake Champlain pol-
lution, stepped into environ-
mental history Wednesday.

The: federal Environmental |

Protection Agency announced a
$7.3 million cleanup agreement
for the Pine Strect Barge Canal :
Superfund site, an agreement that ;
will set national precedents.

1t was crafled by a first-in-the-!
nation council of citizens, jake’

i

advocates, public officials and '’
businesses who took on the task -

after Vermonters vehemently re-
jected the EPA’s 1992 plan to

build a huge $50 million landfill

on the site.

EPA Regional Administrator
John DeVillars, on hand Wednes-
day for the announcement, said
he was using the Barge Canal p-
proach clsewhere in New Eng.!
land, particularly at the troubled;
Otis Air Force Base hnzardous*
waste sitc on Cape Cod.

And in Wednesday's agree-
ment, the companies who by law
must pay for cleanup have said
they will do more than the legal’

requlrements s of Supcrfund the
federal program that governs how
the site must be handled.

The companies, led by Green
i Mountain Power Corp., will pay
an additional $3 million for
clcanup of other pollution hot

| spots in Burlington, on top of the °

$4.3 million cleanup plan. The
additional money is intended in
part to make up for pollution that
o0zed out of the Barge Canal into
the lake in decades past.

The proposal will be subject to
public review until July 8, after
which the EPA will issue a formal
decision. Cleanup could begin as
early as next sumimer.

-.The Barge Canal contains-
enough coal-tar contaminated soil -

" to fill a football ficld more than
100 feet deep, the legacy of a
plant that turned coal to gas for
heating and lighting (or more
than, 60 years. Coal-tar_residues,
lomc of whnch are cancer-cnusmg
were dumped or spilled in the
wetlands behind the facility while
it was operating. The plant closed
in 1966.

Wednesday's announcement .
was good news for Burlington res-
idents who for years .have .
watched and wondered how _the

"Bargz C:nal mghtmare would be

resolved. Residents were worried
that pollutants from the contami-
%cd soils might be walting into
“the air in nearby neighborhoods.
Others were concerned that peo-

cleanup

AN TON

S S a\e
eH”
AASKS s },_% /o\g

plc roight bc swxmmmg or ﬁshmg
in the canal, which contains con-
taminated sediments although the
canal water itself tests clean.

Jim Garrison has firsthand ex-
perience of how toxic the sedi-
ments in the bottom of the canal
can be: While a teen-ager, the
35-vear-old Burlington resident
accidentally fell into the canal
His back erupted in boils that
took several weeks to go away.
While Garrison’s experience was
bad, state and federal officials
agree the Barge Canal does not
posc a human hcalth risk.

“It's famasuc thcv re going to
-deal with this,” Garrison said. 1
see people still fishing down
there,” .

And Clarence Meunier, 2 city
alderman when Burlington first
planned to build the Southern
Conncctor highway through the
site more than two decades ago.
said he was glad to see progress
on the cleanup. ! .

“This is grea('- Meunier said.
“Somcone has needed to take the
. bull by the horns for years.”

Meunier said he was frus-
trated, however, that the Connec-
tor would not follew its original
path through the Barge Canal.
Burlington Mayor Peter Clavelle
said Wednesday he did not ex-
pect the road’s route will ever go

*. through the site. ~

As warbling vireos chirped in
the background, the Pinc Strect
Barge Canal Coordinating Coun- ;
cil, the group that met 100 times :
in five years to develop the .
cleanup plan, signed its agree- COU,—-'
ment at the canal site and for-

7
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mally submitted it to DeVillars.
The plan calls for:

B Leaving in place the
600,000 cubic vards of contami-
ngjed materials found in sedi-
ments and soils.

M Placing a clean sand and silt
cap on contaminated sediments
under. the Barge Canal’s waters

and designing stormwater runoff

What's next

B INFORMATIONAL MEET-

ING: 7 p.m.. June 4 at Contois

:(u?iton‘um in Burtington Clty
all. :

W FORMAL HEARING: 7
p.m., June 24 at Contois Audl-
torium In Burlington City Hall.

Hl TO COMMENT AND FOR
MORE INFO: The federal Envi-
ronmental Pratection Agency
will accept comments on the
proposed plan from June 5 to
July 8. Comments should be
sent to Karen Lumino. USEPA,
JFK Federal Building/HBT,
Boston, Mass. 02203; phane
{617) 573-9662; email lumi-
no.karen@epamail.epa.gov.

controls ta prevent the cap fromj
being disturbed. The underwater |
cover will be 2 to 3 feet thick

when laid down, but will eventu-
ally compress to a foot thick.

M Covering a contaminated
wetland with a  1'a-foot-thick

sand-and silt cap and replanting it
with' wetland plants. :

M Continual testing of Lake:

Champlain to make sure -the
Barge Canal doesn’t leak contam-

ination into the lake. Tests indi-’
cate contamination is effectively

locked in the peat soils under-
neath most of the site.

W A $3 million package of ad-
ditiona! projects, including a $1.3
million cleanup of Englesby
Brook, just south of the Barge Ca-
nal. and $1 million to study Bur-
lington Harbor, all designed to
improve the lake's water quality
in recognition of the fact that
contarninants will remain on the
site.

Lori Fisher, executive director
of the Lake Champlain Commit-
tee, the advocacy group on the
coordinating council, applauded

the process and said she hoped
other states could benefit from

. fhe council’s success.

“Yup's a credit to all the people
on the coordinating council that
we are able to deliver a plan that

is protective of the environment,’

a sound remedy for the site, and
with $3 million sct aside for proj-
ects to improve Lake Cham-
plain,” she said.

The Barge Canal had been
leaking oily wastes into Lake
Champlain off and on since at
feast 1928, but no one realized
how badly the area was polluted
until the Transportation Agency
proposed building the Southern
Connector across the 70-acre site.
It was then that the extent of the
contamination became clear: In
places, the pool of poisoned peat
soils is more than 40 feet thick.

But early efforts 10 devise & so-
lution after the site was named to
the federal Superfund list in 1981
were plagued by borched scien-
tific studies and federal and state
bungling. When the EPA finally

.wifthdrew its $50 million landfill
tlan in May 1993, more than $5
aillion had been spent on the
ailed effort.

Clavelle said Wednesday he re-
membered being stunned by the
EPA’s 1992 proposal. .

*1 learned a new word —— sar-
cophagus ... they wanted to build
a tomb on the site,” Clavelle te-
called. noting that the landfill
would have been the largest struc-
ture in Burlington. "Vermonters
said no way, and to our amaze-
ment, they listened.”

The outcry reached EPA na-
tional headquarters in Washing-
ton. D.C., and EPA administrator
Carol Browner came to Vermont
to tell angry residents she was
willing to try 2 different approach
1o the cleanup. o

“*When this proposal first came
out, it looked like we were going
to build the last Great Pyramid in
Burlington,” said Sen. Patrick
Leshy, D-Vt,, who with the rest
of the Vermont congressional del-
egation, Gov. Howard Dean and
the Legisiature opposed the EPA
proposal. “But the EPA and Carol
Browner listened to the people of
this city. We Vermonters are en-
vironmentalists ... we want to be
reasonable, but let us design a
system that will work.”

Conr
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Canal

Contimeed from Fage One

.eap of gilt and gind nurthg moat

-land use restrictions to centyal the

site's urs, abd cngoing monitaring fir
pollution laaks, S
- The cost of those actions, which
.could be completed by the end of the
year 2000, was eetimated at $4.3 mil-
Lon To swectan the dsal, GMP and

other responsible patties agreed %0

speand anotber $3 million on related
projects.
Those include $1.3 million to

o ¢ water quality in neardby*
%Mﬁlmﬂmw&i’-'

butian to the Univemity of Vermont's

_watar research center, 8 $250,000

study of waye fo reuna the

" atte, and $100,000 to budd taberpre-

said the special
meant to compenaate fr the century-
long history of pallution that had

severely limmited the sfte’s use. Plug, °

he paid, the masstre pramoted good-
wﬂlmu_ngthe negotistorw,

the parties come together and not

spond the oext 16 ywars in const”” -

" GMP 15 on the ook for mort of the

Superfimd
1983. GMP and ths EFA bave yet to

t
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Agreement reached on Barge Canal hazardous waste cleanup<
By DAVID GRAM Associated Press Writcr

BURLINGTON, Vt. (AP) Five years after public outery killed a
plan to bury the Barge Canal hazardous waste site under a
landfill, officials have announced agrecment on what they said
was a better plan for lcss than one-fifth the cost.

Ten years from now, the 70-acre tract on Lake Champlain just
south of downtown Burlington ts envisioned to have new
development and open spaces, complete with trails and signs
depicting the area's history.

Federal, state and local officials gathered near the Barge
Canal on Wednesday to announce they had reached agreement on a
plan to clean up the first site in Vermont designated under the
federal Superfund law.

John DeVillars, administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency's regional office in Boston, called the agreement the
first of fts kind in the country, in that it resulted from
broad-based community participation. rather than being imposed
by the EPA.

"“The council's groundbreaking work will serve as a blueprint
for other communities (that) ere struggling with Superfund
clcanup dccisions.” DcVillars said.

The Barge Canal became polluted when a plant that extracted
gas for lighting and cooking from conl dumped its residues in
the canal and the wetlends surrounding it

Under the Superfund law, efforts are made to find the
companies and individuals responsible for polluting a site and
have them chip in to play for cleaning it up.

DeVillars and other officials estimated Barge Canal cleanup
consisting mainly of covering the most hazardous spots with
sand and-or silt would cost $4.3 million under the new plan.
About $11 million has been spent so far, much of it on legal
fees and engineering studies.

In addition. potentially responsible parties, including
General Dynamics, which owns some of the land, and Green
Mountain Power Corp., which owned part of the land when coal
tar was deposited there, huve sgreed 1o chip in voluntary
contributions totaling $3 million.

The money will be used to restore the polluted Englesby
Brook, which is near the Barge Canal, create walking paths with
signs in the Barge Canal site itself and to srudy water quality
in [.ake Champlain near the site. The brook cleanup should allow
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A Good Solutlon

The perfect often beoomes t.t]e enemy -
of the good, but perhaps nofwhere so
pointedly as in the area of environmen- -
tal protection. Burlington's Pine Street
Barge Canal represents an instructive
exanmple of how government zeal on
behalf of an idealistic solution can actu-
ally work against lessening pollution.

The Pine Street site stands as the
unfortunate result of many decades of
abuse, as a plant transformed coal and
oil into gas, and dumped coal tar into the

* canal. This posed a threat to aquatic life,
" especially the diversity of species in
ncarby Lake Champlain.

No one disagrees that the site needed
to be cleaned up. But the real qucstnon
wasg “How?”

CIJU

When the Envu-onmental Protectzon
Agency proposed a $50 miilion project in

1992, the community howled in protest. - -

The proposal, which would have dug out
the coal tar and coristructed a 14-acre cov-
ering for the polluted area, was widely
viewed as an example of gwemment
overkill,

To the EPA’s cnedxt it realwed thatxts :
initial approath was not going to fly.
That’s when government decided it would
be best to work with the community
rather than in spite of its wishes:

The happy result was last week's $7.3
million a.greeme.ntto bnng the canalsite

CleSdaa
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- earlier overenthusias
‘'responsible for the delay in righting €nvi-

‘a bxt more closely back to life The deal
: would cap the most badly polluted aréas,

control storm’ runoff and- momtor the
area for leakas. :
~ At the agreeme;nt’s si mgceremony._

wasd in patt

ronmental wrongs. EPA™ Régional
Administrator John DeVillars noted that
involving the community in an effort to
find the best solution marked the turn-
ing point of the project. .

*When it was just the EPA doing the
job, we weren't doing it right,” he said.
“We learhed something, finelly, not just
in Vermont, but across the country”

Let’s hope this understanding leads
to a quicker resolution of the impasse
over the many ofher polluted sites that
still seep poisons mto the nation’s land-
scape. .

Those envxronmentahsts who still
refuse to coneede even an inch of ground
to the enemy may well be disappointed
by the Pinc Strcet Barge Canal deal.
But if this episode has taught anything,
it is that-an uncompromising, con-

_frontational approach actually costs more -
“time and motdey (all those lawyers’ fees) |

than entering into negoﬁahons wnh the
polluters.. - )
At. last the Burhngton waberfront now
has a plan in place to guard against fur-
ther environmental damage. It may not -
be the perfect result, but it is a good one,

.- .
- P &S
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o Bank in your
EPA has plan for 23 companies| bathrobe.

'to pay to cleanup Pine Street | CSB WebBank.
Barge Canal i

=

By Wilson Ring, Associated Press, 11/24/99 01:02

MONTPELIER, Vt. (AP) The Environmental Protection

Agency and 23 companies have agreed on a plan ta clean up

Burlington's Pine Street Barge Canal Superfund hazardous
: waste site on the Lake Champlain shoreline.

: The cleanup calls for the construction of an underwater cap
- in the canal to prevent aquatic life from being exposed to the :
- contaminants, land-use restrictions to keep the contaminants |
: in place and long-term monitoring of the area. :

- A consent degree filed in U.S_.District Court Tuesday said the
: project would cos! at least $12 million.

' The money will be used to repay the EPA for past expenses
. and to pay for the cleanup itself, future monitoring and a

p;c’nec; to create and enhance wetlands on almost nine acres
- Ot lang. .

- "This is a great day for Lake Champlain and Vermont's

- environment," said Dorothy Schnure, a spokeswoman for

: Green Mountain Power, one of the companies paying for the
- cleanup. "This shows that the first-in-the-nation collaborative
. process involving local community members, environmental
- groups and businesses truly works." -

. The Pine Street Barge Canal was poliuted by refuse from a
 coal gassification plant that operated from 1895 to 1968. The
: site is contaminated by a variety of polycyclic aromatic

. hydrocarbons, volatile organic compaunds and metals.

' The site was added to the federal Superfund hazardous
waste cleanup list in 1983.

The cleanup plan was put together by the Pine Street Barge
Canal Coordinating Council, a group of local community

- members, environmental activists, potentially responsible
parties and state and federal environmental officials.

The public will get a chance to comment on the plan. The
' federal government will consider all the comments before
deciding whether 10 finalize the plan. .

Design work will begin this year and construction is expected
. to begin in 2001. .

: The work itself will be performed by the GMP. New England
: Electric System and Vermont Gas Systems.

: The settiement "ensures that the responsible parties will pay

fof2 11724199 12:35 PM
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The settlement "ensures that the responsible parties will pay
for an effective and sensible cleanup. and it compensates for
the past damages to naturat resources that were caused by
poor management of hazardous wastes,” EPA regional
Administrator John DeVillars said in a statement. "Equally
important, it is a victory for common sense and community
involvement.” : .
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theirthougtns and ideas in a manner that got issues on the table for deliberation. Many different

PARTICIPANT COMPETENCIES IN DELIBERATIVE DISCOURSE: Cases of
Collaborative Decision-Making in the Superfund Program

Troy W. Hartley
University of Michigan
School of Natural Resources & Environment
1998

Collaboration is being employed more frequently in U.S. environmental policy decision-
making, particularly in contentious public decisions. Collaborative decision-making consists of
broad participation among stakeholders, in a sustained dialogue on a wide range of issues. All
participants have a role in defining the problem and the solution, and share information freely. A
facilitator is often present, as the participants seek consensus. Case studies were conducted on
two highly collaborative processes to select Superfund cleanup remedies -~ New Bedford Harbor,
MA and Pine Street Barge Canal, VT. An analytical framework was developed from deliberative
democracy and discourse to assess the participatory competencics of individuals. Competencies
are an ipter-related set of skills, cognitive abilities, 22d social behavicrs that enable individuals to
function in deliberative democracy and discourse. The competencies in these cases were identified
using content analysis of interview and case documentation and dramaturgical analysis of
videotaped and observed meetings for the time period December, 1993 - December, 1996.

The results showed all participants needed key problem-solving skills and human
engagement capabilities. Problem-solving provided the ability to devise many options to
solve social and tachaical prohlems, while human engagement capabilities supplied the civic will to
deliberate. E%lcm-solving skilli included several communicative, learning, and knowledge and

source use skills. icative skills were : S

communication styles were used, but all lead to deliberation among the group. Second, it was
essential for someone among the government officials or consultants to be able to express
sophisticated technical, scientific, and legal information in a manner understandable to lay persons.
Third, it was essential that someone in the group have the communicative skills to capture
emerging consensus. This person needed credibility across most of the others participants, and as
such was not always the parties in the middle of past conflicts, i.e. government officials or
citizens. :

. Leaming skillg were core skill required by all competent participants. This was particularly
importan{Tor ¢ nity members unfamiliar with the Superfund process, although government
officials too had to acquire locally rclevant informnation. With time and cffort community members
adequately learned sufficient technical, scientific, and legal information to participate effectively.
All particwmants nsed=d 1o lear about each other and how the cuilaborative decision-making
process would function. They learned these features quickly and in generalities. The generalities
provided sufficient behavioral predictability, although it occasionally produced misperceptions and
premature judgment.

The third problem-solving skill rclated to the use of knowledge and resources — it was not
only what someone knew or resources they possessed that was important, but how they used what
they knew and possessed. All participants had to use the knowledge they possessed or had
acquired, while a subset of participants linked idcas in new ways, showing creativity. The way
resources were used proved important in getting creative ideas implemented. It was essential for
someone among the government participants to articulate and define an authority-sharing
arrangement in an acceptable manner — authority was not relinquished by government, although it
was shared. Finally, it was essential for community participants to demonstrate new Jeadership
skills to maintain community members’ legitimacy. nature of leadership changed from the
adversarial days before employing collaborative processes. The new leadership tasks were shared
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b . soveral community participants. The skills maintained participation and engagement among
PO members of the community groups and involved networking for information and resources.
¢ skills were also used to maintain old coalitions and/or build ncw ones, as well as retain and

- demonstrate leadership among increasingly less-interested constituencies.
i ngage
in puplic dialogue and stay at the table until a resolution was found - mi d
the ability tWit.h frustration and fatigne. How a participant achieved &‘:‘P‘i‘i’“ Jite
coping-abilities varied greatly, although all needed to do so. First, multiple motivations
werc present, including self-interested and community-interested conceris. In other words, a
participant needed to be motivated by more than one interest; a single motive was not enough. In
the order of their observation frequency in the data, motives included: suspicion of others;
i of tasks being conducted 10 the broader Superfund program; importance of individual's
contribution to the decision-making process; personal enjoyment and satisfection; opportunity
presented by problem to the local community; and the hope and faith that an answer would emerge
from the decision-making process.

wer: needed by all participants. Collaborative decision-making takes time
and resOurecs—itcdn be fraught with aggressive and abrasive behaviar and other frustrating
challenges. Versatility was by far the most frequently observed means of coping, although
patience was also widespread among participants. Versatility was the ability to wear different
hats, serve multiple roles, as well as dermonstrate the flexibility to try the unfamiliar. Patience was
demonstrating resilience and perseverance during hard times, all the while working toward solving
the problem. Finally, government participants, in particular, needed a non-defensiveness ability,
in part because they and their ideas were often the target of oﬂ)c;agluﬁcipants' concerns. While
different techmiques could be employed to not take things personally, those most effective
government officials exhibited a sense of humor.

Two types of human engagement capabilities were needed o enable parti¢t
other people

Together, problem-solving skills and human engagement capabilitics produced competent
participants who werc committed and able to solve the problem in a deliberative manner, They
gained the necessary skills to perform and would not give up in the collaborative decision-making
process. The problem-solving skills enabled the group to derived an array of options to solve the
problems, meeting social, technical, scientific, and legal demands. The buman engagement
capabilities provided the civic will and commitment to deliberate.

83


file:///cope

84





